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LONDON, JANUARY 25, 1890, 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue Prorgssion are to be congratulated on the appointment 
which has been made to the Mastership of the Supreme Court 
vacated by the death of Master Francis, Mr. W. F. Ancurmatp, 
the new master, is not only exceptionally q 
knowledge and experience for the d 
on the practice of judges’ chambers and on the practice in the 
Queen’s ate Division are By eae Nagar yws 
in respect of care, patience, courtesy i ‘0 

not less well enntided for bis new position. 








i x peep A was provided, 
which the Master of the Rolls and Lord Fry were able to 
d of. There was a short list 





THE FOLLOwmne are the names and dates of call to the bar of the 
new Queen’s Counsel :—Two members of the Northern Circuit— 
Mr. Epwunp Macrory, 1853, and Mr. Atsert Venn Dicey (late 
junior standing counsel to the Commissi of Inland Revenue), 
1863; one member of the North-Eastern Circuit—Mr. Cram 
Dopp, 1869; two members of the South-Eastern Circuit—Mr. 
Ricuarp Ovusetry Braxe Lane, 1870, and Mr. Sipney Woorr, 
1873; one member of the Midland Circuit and Parlianen 
—Mr. Cuantzs Atrrep Cripps, 1877; one member of the Equity 
Bar—Mr. Ricnarp Burpon Hatpans, M.P., 1879; and two com- 
plimentery “silks” —Sir Avausrvs Kerrst Srernensoy, K.C.B., 
Solicitor to the Treasury and Director of Public Prosecutions, 1852, 
and Sir Wuitam Harpman, Chairman of the Surrey Sessions, 
1852. 


e 





Ix THE INTERESTING casE of Cochrane v. Moore, the hearing of 
which before the Court of Appeal was concluded on Monday, a 
learned counsel, embarrassed, we suppose, by certain q' 

made by the court from Bracrox, proceeded to his 
au -  Bracton,” he said, “‘ was an ecclesiastic, 


observation could have been made. As counsel was promptly 





man, apne 8 admired the civil law.” 
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and accurately reminded by the court, Bracron was born in Devon- | not portions of the Act has long been settled (Attorney-General y, 


shire or Somersetshire. There are, it appears, two villages in 


Great Eastern Railway Co., 27 W. R. 759, 11 Ch. D. 465; Sutton 


Devonshire which claim the honour of being his birthplace, and the | v. Sutton, 31 W. R. 369, 22 Ch. D., at p. 513). And, in Claydon 
claim is disputed by another place near Minehead. And as to his| v. Green (16 W. R. 1126, L. R. 3 C. P. 522), Writes, J., con. 


being an ecclesiastic, though this is true, it does not appear that 
he held any benefice or ecclesiastical office until late in life, when 
he was appointed Archdeacon of Barnstaple, and subsequently 
Chancellor of Exeter Cathedral. What is certain is, that, as Lord 
Justice Bown remarked, he was an English judge for more than 
twenty years before his death, constantly going on circuit. But 
the peculiar inappropriateness of counsel’s observation lies in this— 
that the leading characteristic of Bracron’s work is also now the 
distinctive characteristic of English law. As Mr. Marrzanp has 
well observed, in his valuable introduction to Bracton’s Note 
Book, ‘nothing is more remarkable in Bracron’s book than his 
profuse reference to decisions. His law is case law.” 





Tue ReEvisEep Consolidated Regulations of the Four Inns of 
Court have now been issued, and clauses 14 and 15, relating to 
the call of solicitors to the bar, are as follows :— 


$14. A student who, previously to his admission at an inn of court, 
was a solicitor in practice for not less than five years (and, in accordance 
with rule 7, has ceased to be a solicitor before his admission as a student) 
may be examined for call to the bar without keeping any terms, and may 
be called to the bar upon passing the public examination required by 
these rules, without keeping any terms ; 
** Provided that such solicitor has given at least twelve months’ notice 
in writing to each of the four inns of court, and to the Incorporated Law 
, of his intention to seek call to the bar, and produces a certificate 
by two members of the Oouncil of the Incorporated Law Society 
that he is a fit and proper person to be called to the bar. 
"15. A student coming under the last preceding rule may be exempted 
by the masters of the bench of the inn to which he seeks admission 
passing the examination preliminary to admission.”’ 


Under these regulations (coupled with regulations 1 and 2) solici- 
tors who have not passed a public examination at any university 
within the British dominions, or certain other examinations therein 
mentioned, will, unless exempted by the benchers under regula- 
tion 15, have to pass the preliminary examination before being 
admitted as students, as well as the examination for call to the 
bar. It cannot be doubted, however, that the benchers will 
exercise fairly their power of dispensation from the former 
examination, and it seems to us that under these regulations the 
facilities for interchange are made as wide as can reasonably be 
required. 





Tue question whether an action of contract, pending in the 
High Court, in which the sum originally claimed has been reduced 
below £100 by a payment made after action brought, can be 
remitted to the county court, under section 65 of the County 
Courts Act, 1888, came before the Queen’s Bench Division a day 
or two ago in the case of Hodgson v. Bell, when the court were 
divided in opinion. Mr. Justice Denman held that as, under the above 
enactment, an action of contract can now be remitted ‘‘at any 
time,” whereas, formerly, this could only be done within eight 
days from service of the writ upon the defendant (County Courts 
Act, 1867, #. 7), an action of contract in which over £100 is claimed 
may be brought within the derivative jurisdiction of the county 
court by a payment a/ter action brought. Mr. Justice Wix1s, how- 
ever, took the contrary view, which coincides with that previously 
expressed in these columns (ante, p. 151). He said that it appeared 
to him that there had been a deliberate adoption in the County 
Courts Act, 1888, of the words contained in section 7 of the 
County Courts Act, 1867, which had already received judicial 
construction (Foster v. Usherwood, 26 W. R. 91, 3 Ex. D. 1, and 
Osborne v. Homburg, 24 W. R. 161, 1 Ex. D. 48), and that the 
reduction contemplated by the 65th section is by payment before 
action, and not otherwise. Between these two conflicting views 
the Court of Appeal will eventually have to pronounce, and it is, 
of course, impossible to say which will prevail, though, for our own 
part, we prefer that expressed by Mr. Justice Witts. 





Ir arrears probable that in course of time we shall have a 
collection of judicial dicta or decisions completely settling the 


sidered that the punctuation of the Queen’s Printers’ copy was not 
“ part of the Act, but merely contemporanea expositio.”” It maybe 
remembered that last year, in the Bishop of Lrycoutn’s case, the 
question of a comma, inserted in section 1 of 23 Hen. 8, ¢. 9, 
known as the Statute of Citations, arose in the Court of the 
Archbishop of Canrersury, and his Grace had no difficulty in 
disregarding the stop. This week the Court of Appeal, in a case 
of Duke of Devonshire v. O' Connor, have held that brackets do not 
form part of an Act of Parliament. The Master of the Rolls said 
that ‘‘ brackets were no more a part of an Act than stops,” and 
Lord Justice Fry added that, ‘‘ whether brackets existed in an Act 
of Parliament or not seemed to him immaterial.” Accordingly, 
the court refused to consider an exception in a reservation clause, 
which commenced with a bracket, as limited to the words before 
the concluding bracket, and read through that bracket down to the 
word to which, in the opinion of the court, the exception should be 
continued. The next question to be settled is whether the title of 
the Act constitutes part of it? According to Wixtes, J., in Olaydon 
v. Green (ubi supra), it is not; but Jessex, M.R, in Sutton vy. 
Sutton (ubi supra), seemed to consider that it was: ‘The title of 
the Act,” he said, ‘is always on the Roll.” 





In petivertne his public judgment in Malan v. Young, Mr. 
Justice Denman withdrew from the position he had taken up as to 
the hearing of cases in camerd, and the very grave question which 
had been raised is thus, for the present at least, satisfactorily 
disposed of. It appears, indeed, that his original decision was given 
without any considerable examination of the authorities, and in 

articular Barnett v. Barnett (29 L. J. P. & D. 28), and H. v. 0. 
Pid. 29), to both of which cases we have already referred (ante, 
p- 41), were not; brought to the attention of himself and the two 
other judges whom he called to his assistance. We are surprised, 
in any case, that three judges should have sanctioned offhand so 
startling an innovation upon the practice of the courts as the hear- 
ing of a libel action in private, but they would certainly have been 
compelled to pause had they been informed of the view that was 
taken in the Divorce Court when it was first established over thirty 
years ago. There was then the strongest possible motive 
for continuing the practice of the old ecclesiastical courts, and 
it was ultimately decided that this could be done. In the 
first instance, however, the judges: insisted that, as a new court, 
the Divorce Court must be governed by the practice of 
all other courts, and must therefore conduct all its trials in public. 
This was an expression of opinion which no judge could disregard, 
and Mr. Justice Denman does not pretend to do so. It is true that 
the courts of the Chancery Division, and also the Court of Appeal, 
have, in a circumstances, heard cases in private, cases, 
as the late Master of the Rolls said in Nagle-Gillman v. Christopher 
(4 Ch. D. 173), where a public trial would defeat the object of the 
action, and it is possible that the pressure of circumstances may 
from time to time add fresh instances in which the ordinary rule 
must be relaxed. The Attorney-General, in bis opinion, suggested 
that this might be so where the evidence was so prejudicial to public 
morality as to hinder the due trial of the action, but it will be best 
to pronounce an opinion upon this when the case arises. Public 
morality survives a good deal of evidence in criminal matters, and 
these of course could not be taken in private. It is natural that 
Mr. Justice Denman should abstain from pronouncing any positive 
opinion that the course he adopted was unjustifiable, but, in with- 
drawing from it any force as a precedent, he leaves untouched once 
more the uniform practice of the common law courts. 





Tue question of the nature of the ordinary relation between a 
country solicitor and his London agent, and the remuneration to 
which the latter is, in the absence of special agreement, entitled, 
came up for discussion this week in Ward v. Lawson (reported 
elsewhere); and the meaning of the “usual agency terms” 
was defined by the Court of Appeal. ‘The London agent,” said 
Lord Justice Corron, “is entitled to be paid by the country 
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number of other charges, which are known as ‘profit charges,’ the summons, as drawn up, described it as an originating summons, 


and the question has been raised whether the London agent is|and ordered that ‘‘this action be 


with costs.” The 


entitled to helf the profit made by the country solicitor, or only to | managing clerk who had the conduct of the matter was absent for 
half the ‘ profit charges.’ We have consulted Mr. Rrzawn, the taxing | his vacation when the notice of appeal ought to have been served ; 


master, and he has told us that the London agent is only entitled 
to half the ‘profit charges’—that is, the charges which do not 
involve any expenditure by him, and that the London agent has 
nothing to do with any profit made by the country solicitor.” 
The question in the case arose under an agreement between a 
country solicitor, who acted for a railway company, and his London 
agent, whereby it was agreed that the country solicitor should not 
be called upon to pay any agency bills in respect of business 
transacted for the railway company until the country solicitor had 
obtained payment of his bills of costs from the company. The 
company did not pay their costs for many years, and ultimately the 
country solicitor sued them, and recovered judgment for the amount 
due, with interest. The London agent, having been kept out of his 
money for many years, naturally considered that he ought to have a 
rhare of the interest, and so also Mr. Justice Currry thought; but the 
Court of Appeal, on the ground that the agreement did not contain 
any express stipulation on this point, held that he could not claim 
any share of the interest. The decision will probably excite some 
surprise, and we are disposed to doubt whether it is in accordance 
with the general understanding; but it seems to be in line with 
the principles, established by decisions, which govern the relation 
of London agent and country solicitor. The sgent looks to the 
country solicitor as bis principal; he cannot sue the client for his 
costs; hence, in theory, he does not suffer from the default of the 


client in paying the country solicitor’s bill of costs. Why, then, | ( 


should the country solicitor, who bears the risk of non-payment, 
and delay in payment, have to divide the interest given him by way 
of compensation for such delay? This is the theoretical view, 
which is all that judges and officials appear to concern themselves 
about; we all know that the actual facts are sometimes widely 
different. The lesson of the decision is, that if a London agent 
chooses to agree to defer payment of his charges until the country 
solicitor has received payment of his bills, the agent must hence- 
forth be careful to stipulate that he shall be entitled to a share of 
any interest on such bills which may be received or recovered by 
the country solicitor. 





In view of a case before the Court of Appeal No. 2 on Tuesday 
last (Re Sulley & Roger’s Oontract), it seems desirable again (see 
ante, p. 73) to call the attention of our readers to the rules which 
govern an appeal from a summons in chambers under section 9 of 
the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874. Although an originating 
summons under order 55 is ‘‘an action” (Re Fawsitt, 34 W. R. 
26, 30 Ch. D. 231), a summons under the Vendor and Purchaser 
Act is “a matter not being an action” (Re Blyth and Young, 13 
Ch. D. 416); and therefore the time for serving notice of appeal 
is twenty-one days (R. S. C., ord. 58, r. 9), and where the order 
is made in chambers, this time runs from the time when the order 
is pronounced, and not from the time when it is drawn up, 
whether it be a dismissal of an application or not (R. 8. C., ord. 
58, r. 15). And an immediste informal notice of intention to 
appeal, followed by a formal notice after the time has expired, is 
insufficient (Re New Callao Oo., 22 Ch. D. 484). In the case to 
which we allude a purchaser issued a summons for an inquiry 
whether a good title was shewn. On the return of the summons 
before Norra, J., in chambers, on the 7th of August, 1889, the 
purchaser’s counsel declined to open the summons, on the ground 
that a decision of a divisional court (Swlley v. Barber, 59 
L. T. N. 8. 824), which he desired to review in the Court 
of Appeal, was conclusive against him on one of the points 
at issue, before a judge of first instance. Nonrrn, J., therefore, 
simply dismissed the summons with costs, and gave a certificate 
that he desired no further argument. Notice of appeal was not 
served till the 9th of September, 1889 ; but the purchaser’s London 
solicitors had written to the vendor’s London solicitors intimating 
their intention of appealing, and requesting dispatch in the drawing 
up of the order in order to enable them to set down the appeal, on 
the 16th of August and the 20th of August, 1889; and on the 6th 
of September, 1889, the vendor’s London solicitors replied, “We 


and it was urged that his deputy was misled by the form of the 
order, and that, after the letter of the 6th of September, 1889, the 
respondents were estopped from objecting to the validity of the 
notice. The Court (Corton, Linptey, and Lorzs, L.JJ.) held that 
the notice was too late, that the objection was open to the respond- 
ents, and that the fact of a clerk having made a mistake was not 
sufficient ground for enlarging the time; but, having regard to the 
letter of the 6th of September, 1889, and to the fact that the 
respondents had not given notice of their intention to take the 
preliminary objection till the 12th of December, 1889, they dis- 
missed the appeal without costs. 





A corresponpEent last week inquired what course should be 
pursued by an execution creditor where the high bailiff of a foreign 
court, to whom the warrant of execution has been sent by the 
court in which the judgment sought to be enforced was recovered, 
refuses to levy execution upon the ground that the only goods or 
chattels belonging to the execution debtor are subject to a bill of sale 
granted by him to his wife a week before the warrant of execution was 
issued. Now, having regard to the fact that the bailiff is at lib:rty 
to seize only the goods of the person named in the warrant, and 
that if he seize those of another he is liable to an action, though 
the goods are apparently in the possession of the execution debtor 
Jarman v. Hooper, 7 Scott N. R. 663 ; Oatteral v. Kenyon, 3 Q. B. 
310; Pitt-Lewis’s County Court Practice, 3rd ed., vol. I., p. 687 
et seg.), we fear that, under the circumstances mentioned, the 
execution creditor has no remedy, unless, indeed, he can prove that 
the bailiff has, by neglect, or connivance, or omission, lost the 
opportunity of levying execution, in which case the remedy pre- 
scribed by section 49 of the County Courts Act, 1888, would be 
open to him. In our opinion, the high bailiff cannot be compelled 
to levy, either by means of an application to the county court 
judge under section 35 of the County Courts Act, 1888, or by 
obtaining a rule in the nature of a mandamus from the High Court, 
under section 131 of the same Act, when, as in the case now under 
consideration, the goods proposed to be taken in execution are 
claimed by a third person. Nor, we think, are interpleader pro- 
ceedings available under such circumstances, as this remedy can- 
not be invoked until the goods and chattels claimed have been 
actually taken in execution (section 157 of County Courts Act, 
1888). We fully admit the hardship upon the execution creditor 
which such a state of the law entails, and we would suggest that 
the remedy by interpleader might well be extended to all cases in 
which claims to goods are made by third persons before actual 
seizure. 





Tue Drvistonat Court in Patrick v. Simpson (24 Q. B. D. 128) 
appear to have treated as conclusive the authority of Salter v- 
Cavanagh (1 Dr. & Wal. 668), a decision of Lord Pionxer’s in 
1838, as to what is an express trust within section 25 of the 
Statute of Limitations of 1833, but it is by no means certain that 
it deserved this consideration. Land had in that case been 
devised upon trust to pay an annuity, and, when it was found 
that this would not exhaust the profits, the devisee was held to be 
an express trustee of the surplus for the heir-at-law. This is 
adopted by Lord Sr. Leonanps in his Real Property Statutes (p. 
99), though without comment, and it is perhaps significant that, 
in Commissioners of Donations v. Wybrants (2 Jo. & Lat., at 
p. 196), he expressly refrains from giving any opinion on it, 
merely pointing out that it seems to have decided that an implied 
trust is an express one within the Act where it arises upon the 
face of the instrument itself, and is not to be made out by 
evidence. In the recent case a testator devised his real estate, 
which at the time of the making of the will consisted apparently 
of one house, to trustees, and declared trusts as to that house 
alone. Subsequently he acquired two other houses, and one of 
the trustees entered and occupied all three on the trusts of the 
will. It was held that she was an express trustee of the two 
new ones as well as of the one named in the trusts. Probably 
this case is stronger than Salter v. Oavanagh, for there no indica- 





cannot lay our hands on the original order, but you will have no 
difficulty in at once entering your appeal.” The order dismissing 





{ tion at all was given of the testator’s intention as to the applica. 
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tion of the residue, and when the annuity was paid it might well 
be said that the express trusts of the will were exhausted. But 
in Patrick v. Simpson it was an easy inference that the testator 
would have wished the trusts to be extended to the whole of his 
property. There, however, lies the difficulty. The trust, 
depending on this inference, is at most an implied one, and it is 
doubtful how far it can be made to fit the term ‘ express trust” 
which the Legislature has used. 





Ir woutp sem to be desirable that express authority should 
be given by Rule of Court for the dismissal of an action, with 


costs, for non-compliance with an order to deliver particulars. 


The usual practice on the common law side is to apply by summons 
to the master in chambers to dismies the action for non-delivery of 


the particulars, and orders in these terms have usually been granted 
notwithstanding the absence of direct provision in the R. 8. C.— 
probably on the assumption that the court possessed an inherent 
authority to enforce its own orders. In a recent instance, the 
power to make such an order was successfully called in question 
and the order to dismiss was refused; with the result that, on 
appeal to the judge in chambers, the action was dismissed with 
costs unless the particulars sought were delivered within a specified 
time. A similar deficiency of express power by rule appears to 
exist with regard to the dismiesal of an action in default of giving 
security for costs pursuant to order, although, following the chan- 
cery practice, orders to this effect are made on.the authority of La 
Grange v. McAndrew (4 Q. B. D. 210). The necessity for the 
required powers being conferred by rule in the above instances is 
emphasized by the fact that a master has only power to award the 
costs of the proceeding before him, unless authorized by rule or by 
order of the court or a judge: R. 8. C., ord. 54, r. 12 (¢). 





In tue casz of Colguhoun v. Heddon, reported elsewhere, an 
important point of income tax law was decided. The question 
was whether a person who had insured his life in an American 
insurance company could claim to deduct the amount of his annual 
premium from the profits in respect of which he was liable to be 
assessed under Schedules (D) or (E) of the Act of 1853. It was 
decided that he was not entitled to make the deduction. It is 
different in the case of insurances in English companies, and it 
would seem at first sight that, as the object of the Act which 
allows such deductions is to remove a tax upon thrift, the place 
where the insurance is made is immaterial. The answer is two- 
fold—first, that it is evident, from a consideration of the statutes 
(16 & 17 Vict. ce. 34 and 91) which authorize the deduction, that 
English companies, and English companies alone, were contem- 
plated ; and, secondly, that it would be extremely difficult to verify the 
fact of a valid insurance having been made in a foreign country of 
whose laws in respect of insurance and companies we are ignorant 


THE ARBITRATION ACT, 1889. 
III. 


I. References by consent out of court (continued). — The 
remaining sections of the first part of the Act deal with the 
remitting of matters to the arbitrators, the removal of arbi- 
trators for misconduct, and the enforcing of the award. Upon 
the first point section 10 reproduces in a shortened form the 
provisions of section 8 of the Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, 
and enacts in sub-section (1) that, in all cases of reference to 
arbitration, the court or a judge may from time to time remit the 
matters referred, or any of them, to the reconsideration of the 
arbitrators or umpire. Sub-section (2) is new, and defines the limit 
of time within which the award upon the matter so remitted is to 
be made, requiring this to be done, in the absence of a contrary 
direction, within three months from the date of the order. The 
grounds upon which an award will be sent back are not referred to 
and must be gathered therefore from the existing decisions (Russell 
on Arbitration, p. 482). 

Section 11 (1) introduces an impertant change as to the removal 
of an arbitrator or umpire for misconduct. Hitherto there does not 
appear to have existed any power to do this, and the proper 
remedy was to move to have his award set aside. More recently, 
however, the removal has been practically effected by obtaining an 
injunction to restrain the arbitrator from acting. In Malmesbury 
Railway Co. v. Budd (2 Ch. D. 118) it was held that it would be 
granted on the ground of corruption, and Beddow v. Beddow (9 
Ch. D. 89) extended this to general grounds, such as personal 
interest or personal unfitness arising from previous misconduct. 
The present provision, that the court may remove an arbitrator or 
umpire who has misconducted himself, does not appear to cover so 
wide an area. In the first place it would seem that the misconduct 
must occur in the course of or in reference to the arbitration, 
and in the next place a question will arise whether it must be 
actual misconduct, by which some imputation is cast on the 
arbitrator, or whether such legal misconduct as arises from 
irregularity in the proceedings will be sufficient. The matter is 
closely connected with the provision in sub-section (2) that in case 
of misconduct, or where an arbitrator or award has been improperly 
procured, the court may set the award aside. This appears to be in 
substitution for the provision in 9 Will. 3, c. 15, s. 2, for setting 
aside “‘any arbitration or umpirage procured by corruption or 
undue means,” and a presumption therefore arises that in both 
sub-sections the misconduct of the arbitrator corresponds to the 
‘‘ corruption ” of the repealed statute and must be limited to 
personal misconduct. A futher question arises as to the effect of 
this statutory power of setting aside an award “improperly pro- 
cured.”’ It would be difficult to bring within these words all the 





in England. If, to use the example suggested during the argu- 
ment by Mr. Baron Portock, a man chose to insure with the 
Emperor of Timbuctoo, who could vouch for the existence or 
validity of bis insurance ? : 





Recvnrine to the subject of sales in actions under the Partition 
Act (ante, p. 174) and to the conflicting practice of the judges of 
the Chancery Division, one is at a loss to discover how it is that 
the duty of the court is to be estimated on the ratio of the value of 
the property in question in the action. If it is right when the 
property is worth £10,000 to inquire who are the persons interested, 
it is surely equally right to do so when the property is of very small 
value, and for this reason: the court, in undertaking the duty 
imposed on it by statute, will not act blindly, but will see that 
all proper parties are present. Looked at from this point of view, 
there are very few cases in which it is not necessary to ascertain 
by inquiry at chambers who are the persons interested. One 
exception would be that in which all the parties are named in the 
instrument, and are compelled to come to the court by reason of 
the infancy of one or more ; and even in such a case there must be 
proof that there are no incumbrancere. Upon the whole, then, it 
appears expedient that, if there is to be a uniform practice—and it 
will be admitted that this is desirable—there should be the usual 
inquiry in every case, whatever the value of the property, except 
# case in which the parties are named in the previous instrument 
and are still alive. 





grounds upon which the courts have held that an award may now 
be set aside, and yet the conferring of the statutory power and the 
alteration of the words from those used in the statute of Will. 3 
may possibly be thought to exclude any additional power in the 
courts. This, however, can hardly be the case, and it will probably 
be safer to conclude that, as the power of removal in sub-section (1) 
is new, and as the power of setting aside the award given by sub- 
section (2) is substantially a reproduction of the previous enactment, 
neither of them will interfere with the existing power of the 
courts both to restrain an arbitrator from acting and to set aside the 
award for grounds hitherto recognized to be sufficient. 

Section 12 introduces an important simplification of the law as 
to the enforcing of the award. Where this is made in a reference 
out of court, it was formerly necessary to make the submission a 
rule of court, and then proceedings could be taken for attachment, 
or a rule could have been obtained for the payment of money, under 
which, by virtue of 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, s. 18, execution could have 
been issued. Moreover, an order for the deliver? of land might 
have been obtained under section 16 of the Common Law Proce- 
dure Act, 1854. As to the second of these methods it was asserted 
in Jones v. Williams (11 A. & E. 175) that the mere fact that the 
submission was a rule of court was enough to enable execution to 
be issued under it ; but as the submission is not a rule for the pay- 
ment of money within 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110 it was held to be neces- 
sary to ubtain a special rule for the purpose. The consent of the 
court or a judge was thus made a preliminary to execution, as of 
course it must always be to attachment, and this is the sole re- 
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quirement now retained. In all other respects an award or a sub- 
mission may be enforced in the same manner as a judgment or 
order to the same effect. Under R. 8. C., ord. 42, r. 31a, one of 
the new rules of December last, an award may by leave be enforced 
at any time, though the time for moving to set it aside has not 
sed. 

or cdaeieien under order of court.—This part of the Act 
does little more than reproduce in a convenient form hitherto 
existing legislation. Section 13 deals with references for inquiry 
or report, and is substantially the same as the repealed part of the 
Judicature Act, 1873, 5.56. Thus, subject to rules of court and 
to any right to have particular cases tried by jury, the court ora 
judge may refer any question arising in any cause or matter (other 
than a criminal proceeding by the Crown) for inquiry or report to 
any official or special referee. This, of course, still leaves the 
cause itself with the court, which may adopt the report either 
wholly or partially, and, upon adoption, may enforce it as a judg- 
ment or order to the same effect. Section 14 combines the cases 
in which a reference to arbitration may be ordered by the court, 
whether with or without the consent of the parties. It consolidates 
the provisions of sections 3 and 6 of the Common Law Procedure 
Act, 1854, and section 57 of the Judicature Act, 1873. For an 
order by consent it is necessary to obtain the concurrence of all 
the parties interested who are not under disability. Compulsory 
references can be directed where the cause requires any prolonged 
examination of documents, or any scientific or local investigation 
which cannot be conveniently made before a jury or conducted by 
the court through its ordinary officers, and aleo where the question 
in dispute consists wholly or in part of matters of account. In 
these cases the court or a judge may refer the whole cause or 
matter, or any question or issue of fact arising therein, to a special 
referee or arbitrator to be agreed on by the parties, or, in the 
alternative, to an official referee or officer of the court. It had 
already been decided in Ward v. Pilley (5 Q. B. D. 427) and 
Knight v. Ooales (19 Q. B. D. 296) that where, under section 57 
of the Judicature Act, 1873, the court had jurisdiction to refer 
compulsorily a question of account, it had jurisdiction to refer also 
all other issues in the action ; and the decision in Longman v. East 
(3 C. P. D. 142), that only issues of fact could be referred, and not 
the whole action, may possibly have been overruled by R. 8. C., 
ord. 36, r. 7 (a). But the new enactment is perfectly explicit 
on the subject, expressly authorizing, as it does, a reference 
of the “‘ whole cause or matter, or any question or issue of fact 
arising therein.” 

Section 15, following section 58 of the Judicature Act, 1873, 
provides, in sub-section (1), for the conduct of the proceedings. 
Every official or special referee or arbitrator to whom a reference 
is made under an order of court is to be deemed an officer of the 
vourt, and is to conduct the reference as prescribed by rules of 
court. The rules of court upon the subject hitherto in existence 
apply specially to official referees, and are R. 8. C., ord. 36, rr. 48 
to 55. To these must be added rule 556, issued in December last, 
which confers upon an official referee, to whom the whole of any 
cause or matter is referred, the same discretion as to costs as the 
court or a judge could have exercised. Their effect is extended 
by rule 55c, which applies the whole of them, including the one 
a8 to costs, to every officer of the court, special referee, and arbi- 
trator. It becomes necessary, too, now that these persons may 
have the whole control of the trial, to provide for motions to enter 
or to set aside their pe omy. and this is done by the new rule 
6a of order 40, which applies to them rules 2 aad 6 of that order. 
Sub-section (2), which provides that the report or award of an 
official or special referee or an arbitrator shall be equivalent to the 
verdict of a jury, reproduces the latter part of section 58 of the 
Judicature Act, 1873, at the same time recognizing, as that did, 
that the report or award may be set aside by the court or judge. 
So, too, sub-section (3), under which the remuneration of the 
special referee or arbitrator is to be determined by the court or a 
judge, re-enacts the last clause of section 56 of the Judicature 
Act, 1873. Sections 16 and 17 complete this part of the Act b} 
providing that, in references under an order of court, the court or a 
judge shall have all the powers conferred upon them by the Act as 
to references by consent out of court, and that the Court of Appeal 
1s to have all the powers of the court or a judge under the provi- 
sions as to references under orders of court. The first provision 
incorporates into Part II. of the Act so much of Part I. as is 





applicable, while the second appears to put the Court of Appeal 
on the same footing, in respect to arbitrations, as the High Court. 

ITI.— General.—We have already referred to section 18, which 
enables the court or a judge to issue writs of subpena to compel 
the attendance of witnesses wherever they may be within the 
United Kingdom. This gets over the difficulty in Hall v. Brand 
(12 Q. B. D. 39), where it was held that an arbitration under order 
of court was not a ‘‘trial”’ so as to enable writs of subpena to be 
served on persons in Scotland under 17 & 18 Vict. c. 34, s. 1. Section 
22 also makes the giving of false evidence upon a reference 
perjury in the same manner as if it had been given in open court. 

Section 19 carries a step further the power of an arbitrator to 
state a case. Under section 7 (6), as formerly under section 5 of 
the Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, he can state his award, in 
whole or in part, as a special case; but under the present section 
he can, at any time during the reference, state in the form of a 
special case for the opinion of the court any question of law arising 
in the course of the reference. Section 21 enacts that provision 
may be made by rules of court for conferring on any master or other 
officer of the Supreme Court the jurisdiction conferred by the Act 
on the court or a judge. This has already been done with regard 
to masters by ord. 54, r. 12a, one of the rules of December last. 
By section 23 the provisions of the Act are made to bind the 
Crown, wherever it consents to a reference, and by section 24 
they apply to references under statutory powers. 

Attention should also be directed to section 26; the first sub- 
section of which repeals the various statutes to which we have 
frequently referred, while the second provides that “‘ any enact- 
ment or instrument referring to any enactment repealed by this 
Act shall be construed as referring to this Act.” e expression 
‘‘instrument referring to any enactment” would apparently 
include an order in council, such as that under which the Mayor’s 
Court has hitherto had jurisdiction, under sections 3 to 17 of the 
Common [aw Procedure Act, 1854, and, consequently, the whole 
of the present Act seems to be now substituted forthem. If this 
is so, however, a little more precision might have been expected 
in making the change. 

In general, there is no doubt that the Act greatly simplifies the 
previous legislation, and the changes introduced by it make an 
arbitration very similar to an ordinary trial, though without the 
right of appeal. It is not a little to have got rid of the doubts 
which were always arising as to the scope of the various provi- 
sions of the Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, while a most 
important reform has been effected in the abolition of the distine- 
tion between 9 Will. 3, c. 15, under which an express agreement 
was required for a submission to be made a of court, and 
section 17 of the Act of 1854, under which the absence of a con- 
trary intention was enough. The confusion which this introduced 
into other matters was very great. Now the submission has 
forthwith the effect of a rule of court and is irrevocable, and the 
procedure in all references has been made more effective, and, as far 
as possible, uniform. It will still remain a matter of opinion, 
though, whether procedure by arbitration is, in point of cheapness, 
superior to ordinary litigation. 








SEPARATE ESTATE OF MARRIED WOMEN. 
III. 
Ir has recently been held that a married woman who has traded 
separately from her husband, and who has been adjudicated 
a bankrupt, cannot be compelled to execute, in favour of the 
trustee in bankruptcy, a general power of appointment by 
deed or will of which she is the donee: Hx parte Gilchrisi, 
Re Armstrong (34 W. R. 709, 19 Q. B. D. 521), notwithstanding 
that it is provided by section 1, sub-section 5, of the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882, that “ every married woman carry- 
ing on a trade separately from her husband shall, in respect of her 
separate property, be subject to the mnt iy ene in the same 
way as if she were a feme sole.” Moreover, the execution by a 
married woman of a general powez of appointment does not make 
the appointed property liable to engagements entered into with her 
on the credit of her estate prior to the commencement of 
the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, as section 1 of that Act 
applies only to contracts made after that date: Re Roper, Roper 
v. Doncaster (36 W. R. 750, 39 Ch. D. 482). 
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As regards property of a married woman which is subject to the 
trusts of her marriage settlement, it is to be noticed that existing 
settlements, or contracts for settlements, are not disturbed by the 
Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, nor does it prevent future 
settlements from being made. On this subject section 19 of the 
Act provides that nothing in the Act ‘‘shall interfere with or 
affect any settlement, or agreement for a settlement, made or to be 
made, whether before or after marriage, respecting the property of 
any matried woman.”” The effect of this enactment is to limit 
the operation of section 5 of the Act by preventing the provisions 
of marriage settlements from being interfered with or affected by 
withdrawing therefrom property which, independently of the 
Act, must have been brought into settlement (Re Whitaker, 
Christian v. Whitaker, 35 W. R. 217, 34 Ch. D. 227); and so 
that the persons interested under a settlement sball not be deprived 
by section 5 of the Act of any benefit to which they would have 
been entitled under a settlement in case section 5 had not been 
enacted: Hancock v. Hancock (36 W. R. 417, 38 Ch. D. 78), and 
see Re Stonor’s Trusts (32 W. R. 413, 24 Ch. D. 195). The 
words ‘interfere with or affect any settlement’? which cecur in 
section 19 have been construed to mean invalidate or render 
inoperative any settlement ; the Legislature drawing a distinction 
between interfering with a settlement and affecting an estate 
created by the settlement: per Linpiey and Lorzs, L JJ., in Re 
Armstrong (382 Soxicirors’ Jovrnat, 577). In short, the effect of 
any settlement is to be determined just as it would have been 
under the old law, and no one who, under that law, could have 
taken any interest is to be deprived of such interest ; but, where 
these principles have been applied, and it has been ascertained 
that a married woman takes an interest under a settlement, the 
incidents annexed by the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, 
to the property of married women attach to the interest so taken 
by her: per Srietine, J., in Re Onslow, Plowden v. Gayford (36 
W. R 883, 39 Ch. D., at p. 625). 

The after-acquired separate estate of a married woman is, by sub- 
section 4 of section 1 of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, 
made liable to her engagements. That is to say, if, at the date of 
a contract made by her, she has any sepurate property in respect of 
which she can be deemed to have contracted, her after-acquired 
property is as much bound by the contract as her then existing 

This provision of the Act, however, is not retrospective, 
and, therefore, in an action on a contract made by a married woman 
before the 1st of January, 1883, judgment cannot be ordered in 
such terms as to be available against separate property to which the 
defendant became entitled after the date of the contract: Turnbull 
v. Forman (33 W. R 768, 15 Q. B. D. 234), Conolan v. Leyland 
(28 Soxicrtors’ Jovrwat, 738, 27 Ch. D. 632). Moreover, in regard 
to contracts entered into by a married woman subsequently to the 
lst of Jenuary, 1883, only such after-acquired property as the 
merried woman may have acquired during the lifetime of her 
husband will be bound thereby, as the words of the enactment in 
question have been held to apply to married women and not to 
widows, and to include only such separate property as the married 
woman and not the widow may thereafter acquire: Beckett v. 
Tasker (19 Q. B. D. 7, 11). 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE ARBITRATION ACT, 1889. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—The articles in Tux Soutcitons’ JouRnNAL on the “‘ Arbitration 
Act, 1889,” have no doubt been read with much interest by mem- 
bers of the legal profession, and they must feel indebted for the 
knowledge and information conveyed therein. It is to be hoped 
that in some future issue of your journal the subject may be touched 
upon how far the Act affects inferior courts which have had the 
cay of compulsory reference under sections 3 to 17 of the Common 

Procedure Act, 1854, conferred upon them by Orders of the 
Queen in Council. The sections of the Common Law Procedure 
Act, 1854, being repealed by the Arbitration Act, it would seem 
that the inferior courts have now no authority to compel references 
or even grant orders by consent of parties. 

January 22. 

[We have touched shortly upon the matter to which our esteemed 
refers at the conclusion of the article on the Arbitra- 
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of that Act will apply in particular cases isa matter of some little 


difficulty, and we propose to recur to it at a future time,— 
Ep, 8. J.] 





DESIGNATION OF COMMISSIONERS FOR OATHS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—My attention has been directed to a letter in your issue of 
last Saturday, in which Mr. Stringer expresses the opinion that the 
designation of commissioners for oaths should now be ‘‘a commis. 
sioner for oaths.” 

In connection with my handbook on Oaths, I have had occasion 
closely to consider this matter as each edition of my work has been 
published. 

I do not share the opinion of your correspondent. There is no 
sufficient authority for such opinion. There is authority for com- 
missioners, appointed before the 1st of January, 1890, continuing to 
describe themselves as ‘‘a commissioner to administer oaths in the 
Supreme Court of Judicature in Eogland,” a course which I venture 
. < aenie and which I understand is, as a fact, being largely 

opted. 

In connection with my notice of motion for the next general 
meeting of the Law Society, I hope to say a word or two on this 


point. CHARLES ForD. 
Outer Temple, W.C., Jan. 20. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court’ of Appeal, | 


BUTLER v. BUTLER, BUTLER v. BUTLER AND BURNHAM (THE QUEEN’S 
PROCTOR INTERVENING)—No. 2, 17th January. 


Huspanp And Wire—D1vorce—Rescission or Decrez Nist—Co.iusion 
AnD OConCEALMENT OF Mareriat Facts—20 & 21 Vicr. c. 85, s, 30—23 & 
24 Vict. c. 144, 8. 7. 


This was an appeal from an order of Butt, J, made upon the inter- 
vention of the Queen’s Proctor, rescinding a decree nisi for dissolution of 
marriage, obtained by the wife. A question arose upon the construction 
of the Divorce Court Acts, 1857 and 1860. Section 30 of the Act of 1857 
provides that, in case the court, on the evidence in relation to any petition 
for dissolution of marriage, shall find that the petition is ‘‘ presented or 
prosecuted in collusion with either of the respondents,” the court shall 
dismiss the petition. By section 7 of the Act of 1860 it is provided that 
after the decree nisi has been pronounced and before it has been made 
absolute, ‘‘ any person shall be at liberty to shew cause why the said decree 
should not be made absolute by reason of the same having been obtained 
by collusion or by reason of material facts not brought before the court; 
and, on cause being so shewn, the court shall deal with the case by 
making the decree absolute, or by reversing the decree nisi, or by requir- 
ing further inquiry, or otherwise as justice may require.’’ On the 26th 
of November, 1887, the wife presented a petition for the dissolution of the 
marriage on the ground of the husband’s cruelty and adultery. In her 
petition she said, ‘‘ your petitioner and her husband have had issue of the 
marriage one child, to wit, Vernon Butler, now deceased.”” In an 
affidavit verifying the petition she stated that there was one child ‘‘ only ”’ 
of the marriage. The husband filed an answer denying the charges 
against him, and aleo a petition for the dissolution of the marriage, on 
the —s of the wife’s adultery with Walter James Burnham, by reason 
of which adultery she gave birth on the 7th of January, 1885, to a female 
child, of which he (the husband) was not the father. The wife by her 
answer to this petition denied the adultery charged her, alleging 
that her husband was the father of the child to w she gave birth on 
the 7th of January, 1885 ; and making further charges of adultery against 
her husband. The two causes were consolidated and came on for hearing 
on the 23rd of June, 1889, before Butt, J., anda jury. Mrs. Butler (the 
wife) in examination stated that she and her husband separated by deed 
on the 24th of November, 1882, but that subsequently her husband 
visited her, and that the child of which she was confined in Jan , 1885, 
was his. She admitted that she herself registered the birth of that child, 
and that she gave as the names of the father and mother ‘“‘ Walter James 
Burnham and Emma Burnham,” but she explained this by saying that 
it was in order to ares her husband from taking the child away, 
as he had threatened to do, that she kept the time and place of her 
confinement secret from him and registered the child in a falee name. 
She said that she wished the surname, as registered, to begin with a “‘ B,”’ 
and that Burnham’s names occurred to her while at she registry office 
waiting for the registrar. The firet day’s hearing ended before the close 
of Mrs. Butler’s examination. Before the second day the following 
egreement was signed by Mr. and Mrs. Butler and their respective 
solicitors :-—‘* Butler ¥. Butler, Butler v. Butler and Burnham.—Peti- 
tioner to give evidence of cruelty to satisfaction of court and of 
respondent's adultery with Miss W., and if court satisfied on that 
evidence decree for dissolution to go. Petitioner accepte her hus- 
band’s denial as to adultery with Mrs. J. and withdraws such 
cherge, and, being satisfied that the witnesses who to adul 





tion printed elsewhere, but the manner in which section 26 (2) 


with Smith and Simpson are mistaken as to identity, withdraws su 
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e. The husband’s petition to be withdrawn. As to alimony, no 
application for same to be made, but the husband, in lieu thereof, pod 
a lump sum of £150 to his wife. The deed of se ion to be can . 
The wife to maintain the child Mabel Winifred. The husband to pay 
the costs of the suit.” Mabel Winifred was the child born in January, 
1885. Effect was given to this ent. At the commencement of 
the second day’s trial the husband’s counsel announced that the junior 
and himself had received instructions, in consequence of which they had 
resolved not to cross-examine Mrs. Butler, but to withdraw, except so far 
as defending their client from the charge of adultery with Mrs. J. The 
jury found that the husband hed not committed adultery with Smith, 

mpeon, or Mrs. J.; that he had committed adul with Miss W.; 
that he had been guilty of cruelty towards his wife ; that Mrs. Butler 
had not committed ong | with Burnham. Butt, J., pronounced a 


decree nisi, but said that he should refer the papers to the Queen’s Proctor. 
The Queen’s Proctor, after making inquiries, filed a plea that 
at the hearing of the consolidated suits material facts were from 


the knowledge of the court, and that the decree had been obtained by 
collusion between the husband and wife, and he asked that the decree 
nisi might be rescinded and the wife’s petition dismiesed. Both Mr. and 
Mrs. Butler filed answers traversing the plea. The case was again tried 
by Butt, J., witha jury. The Queen’s Proctor alleged that Barnham 
was the father of the child born in January, 1885. Butt, J., left three 
issues to the jury—viz , Were material facts withheld from the knowledge 
of the court? Was there collusion? Did Mrs. Butler commit adultery 
with Burnham? The jury found that material facts had been withheld 
from the knowledge of the court, and that there was collusion, but that 
they were unable to agree upon the third issue. Upon these findings 
Butt, J., discharged the decree nisi. On the appeal it was argued on be- 
half of the wife that in order to deprive her of her right to a decree 
absolute it was essential that there should be a finding that she had com- 
mitted adultery, and they relied upon Alexander v. Alexander (L. R. 2 
P, & D. 164) and Hunt v. Hunt (47 L. J. P. & M. 22), 

Tur Court (Corron, Lrinpuey, and Lorzs, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Corron, L.J., considered it unnecessary to decide what Butt, J., ought to 
have done when the collusive agreement was brought before him, but he 
had some doubt whether a decree nisi ought to have been made. Under 
section 7 of the Act of 1860 the Queen’s Proctor was empowered to inter- 
vene under certain circumstances. It was said that there was no right to 
withhold a decree absolute unless the petitioner had been guilty of some 
matrimonial offence ; but section 30 of the Act of 1857 shewed that the wife 
was deprived of her right to a decree, not only if she had been guilty of 
a matrimonial offence, but also if the petition was presented or prosecuted 
in collusion with either of the respondents. That — was entirely 
independent of the question whether the petitioner had been guilty of a 
matrimonial offence. It was said that there was no collusion, because the 
facts which had not been brought before the court were not sufficient to 
prove that the wife had been guilty of a matrimonial offence; but if it 
appeared that the parties had agreed not to bring before the court facts 
material to the issue—facts tending to assist the court in arriving at a con- 
clusion upon the question whether the petitioner was t or wrong—in 
his lordship’s opinion such an agreement amounted to collusion. If Alez- 
ander v. Alexander was inconsistent with that view, it was nota decision 
binding on the Court of Appeal, and his lordship declined to follow it. 
Linviey, L.J., concurred. The materiality of the facts withheld did not 
depend upon what view the jury might take of them. Lops, L.J., said 
that, in oopinien, an agreement between the es to a divorce suit to 
withhold from the court pertinent and mai facts, which might have 
been adduced in evidence in support of a counter-charge against the 
petitioner, amounted to collusion, even though the suppressed facts might 
not have been sufficient to establish the counter-charge.—Oovunssz1, 
Buseard, Q.C., Bargrave Deane, and Priestley ; Lockwood, Q.0., and Jarques. 
Soxtcrrors, Clinton § Buckby. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


MOON v, DICKINSON—North, J., 16th January. 


Practice—Payment oF Monzy rnto Covrt—Accrprance 1n Sarisrac- 
Ttrion—Costs—AcTION ror Damacgs AND Insunction—R. 8S. O., XXII, 
1, 2, 6, 7. 

In this case a question arose as to the rights of the plaintiff and the 
defendants in respect of costs, the defendant having paid money into 
court which the plaintiff had accepted and taken out. Rule 1 of order 
22 provides that, ‘“‘when any action is brought to recover a debt or 
damages any defendant may . with a defence denying liability 
wane t in actions for libel or slander) pay money into court, which shall 

he to the provisions of rule 6." By rule 2 ‘‘ payment into court 
shall be signified in the defence, and the claim or cause of action in satis- 
faction of which such ro is made shall be specified therein.” By 
rule 6, ‘‘ When the liability of the defendant, in respect of the claim or 
cause of action in satisfaction of which the payment into court has been 
made, is denied in the defence, the following rules shall apply :—(a) the 
plaintiff may accept, in satisfaction of the claim or cause of action in 
respect of which the payment into court has been made, the sum so _ 
in, in which c#se he shall be entitled to have the Fay ad id out to him 
as hereinafter provided, notwithstanding the defendant's denial of lia- 
bility, whereupon all further proceedings in respect of such claim or cause 


of action, except as to costs, shall be stayed ; (4) if the plaintiff accepts 
the money so paid in he shall, after service of such notice in the Form 
No. 4 in a B. as is in rule 7 mentioned, or after delivery of a 

g the money, be entitled to have the money paid out to him- 


reply accep 


self on request, or to his solicitor on the plaintiff's written ’ 
unless the court or a judge shall otherwise order.’”” By rule 7, ‘‘ The 
plaintiff, when payment into court is made before delivery of defence, 
may, within four days after the now of notice of such payment, or, 
when such pa i a bed 

accept in 
such payment has been made the sum so 
give notice to the defendant in the Form No. 4 in Appendix B., and 

at liberty, in case the entire claim or cause of 

fied, to tax his costs after the expiration of four days from the service of 
such notice, unless the court or a judge shall otherwise order.’’ The 
plaintiff, who was the tenant of a house, brought an action for an injunc- 
tion to restrain the defendants, who were paper man 3, from 
py nuisance to him by the emission of smoke and noxious vapours 
from their works, and for damages. Before the delivery of the statement 
of claim the plaintiff moved for an interim injunction till the trial of the 
action. On the hearing of the motion the defendants adduced evidence 
that the danger (if there was any) of nuisance to the plaintiff had been 
entirely obviated by new machinery which they had put up, and which 
had got into wetting order. By consent no order was made on the 
motion except that the costs should be costs in the action, liberty peng 
reserved to the plaintiff to bring the motion on again, in case he sh 
find himself aggrieved by the defendants’ works. The plaintiff then 
delivered a statement of , and the defendants delivered a defence. 


there then was, or that there ever had been, anything which could 
entitle the plaintiff to either an injunction or ~e And they 
said that, to meet any possible claim of the plain to damages, 
they had brought into court the sum of £25. The plaintiff's solicitors 
wrote to the defendants that they should take the money out of court, 
and discontinue the action, and they afterwards sent a notice to the 
defendants (in Form 4 in Appendix B): ‘‘ Take notice that the plaintiff 
accepts the sum of £25 paid by you into court in satisfaction of the claim 
in respectof which it was paid in.”” The plaintiff then took the money 
out of court, and issued a summons asking that his costs relating to the 
claim for an injunction might be paid by the defendants. The defendants 
took out a cross-summons, asking that their costs relating to the injunc- 
tion might be paid by the plaintiff. On behalf of the plaintiff it was 
conten that there was only one cause of action—the nuisance— 
though two remedies were claimed—viz., damages as regarded the 
and an injunction in respect of the future. The money was paid in 
taken out in respect of both the claims, and the discontinuance went 
the whole action. The plaintiff was, therefore, entitled to all the costs 
which he had incurred. On behalf of the defendants it was argued that 
the money was intended to be paid in and taken out in of 
the claim for damages. Moreover, the above rules of 
apply to actions in which an injunction was claimed 

or 


Nort, J., was of opinion that the rules applied to actions in which 
the plaintiff claimed a debt or damages toqetene with other relief. But 
he held that neither the plaintiff nor the defendants had established any 
rights to the costs relating to the claim for an injunction.—CounssL, 
Cosens-Hardy, Q.C., and EB. Ford ; Moulton, Q.C., and C. Ashworth James. 
Soxicrrors, McDiarmid § Teather; Andrew, Wood, $ Co. 
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STOKES v. DUCROZ—North, J., 21st January. 


Leeacy Dury—Inrerest 1x Procesps or Satz or Lanp aproapD—SHARE 
: or PARTNERSHIP 


This was a petition for the payment out of court of certain moneys 
account of certain legacies, and the question was, whether 7 | duty 
was Ge in respect of the testator’s interest in the proceeds of the sale 
of land in New Zealand, which formed part of the property of a 
ship of which the testator was a member. The action was 
for the administration of the testator’s estate. At the date of his will 
and at the date of his death he was domiciled and resident in England. 
By his will he gave and devised all his four-seventh shares in the 
Milbourne Estate in New Zealand to his trustees, upo for 
to hold the net proceeds of sale, upon trust thereout, in the first place to 
provide for a life annuity, and to divide the net residue of the proceeds of 
sale among thirteen charitable institutions named in the will. Until sale 
the rents of the estate were to be accumulated, and the accumulations 
held on the same trusts as the of sale. For many years before 
January, 1879, the testator and his brother had carried on in 
the business of sheep-farming on the Milbourne Estate, | 
written articles of partnership. On the 14th of ——— 1879, articles 
partnership were entered into. They contained a 
as to four-seventh shares, and his brother as to the remaining three- 
sevenths, were of the Milbourne Estate and the live 
stock thereon. e articles provided that the estate sh 
with, without any unnecessary delay, in the manner in which the parties 
should mutually agree upon. The net of sale were to be 
divided between the parties in the proportions of four-sevenths and three- 
sevenths. Until the sale should be completed the parties were to con- 
tinue co-partners in the business of sheep-farming, which was to be 
carried on at the Milbourne Estate. 
estate, together with the live and dead stock thereon during the 


oe 





partnership. The partners were to be entitled to the and to the 
pai te ee pres ee See and three- 
sevenths. The death of either partner before the manner and conditions of 
sale should have been agreed upon was not to affect dr alter the provisions of 
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the articles relating to the sale, but the same were to be binding upon 
and exercisable by the surviving partner and the heirs, executors, and 
administrators of the deceased partner, as if he were still living ; but the 
exercise of those provisions was not to create a partnership between the 
surviving partner and the heirs, executors, and administrators of the 
deceased partner. The testator survived his brother, but the estate had 
not been sold before the testator’s death. The Crown claimed legacy 
7, on the legacies to the charities. On behalf of the charities it was 
said that the proceeds of the sale of the Milbourne Estate were an interest 
in land which could only pass under the will by virtue of the law of New 
Zealand, not by virtue of the will as an English will, and that conse- 
quently they were governed by the /ex Joci and not by the /ez domicilii, and 
were not subject to an English tax, which could apply only to movable 

roperty of a testator which followed his domicil, and to such of his 
ra, property as was within the territorial jurisdiction of English 
law. It was said that, at the time when James, V.O., decided Forbes v. 
Steven (L. R. 10 Eq. 178), on which the Crown relied, the distinction be- 
tween ‘‘movable”’ and ‘‘immovable’’ property, as contrasted with real 
and personal property, was not so clearly understood as it has been since 
the decision of Lord Selborne in Freke v. Lord Carbery (L. R. 16 Eq. 461) 
and other recent cases. 

Norra, J., held that legacy duty was payable. He was of opinion 
that the interest of the testator in the Milbourne Estate was personal 
estate. Under the agreement with his brother, his interest was not four- 
sevenths of the estate, or even four-sevenths of the proceeds of sale, but 
four-sevenths of the surplus after carrying into effect the agreement with 
his brother—that is, his share in the partnership assets on the footing of 
the agreement with his brother. It was not an interestin land, Forbes v. 
Steven was conclusive as to this, and shewed that legacy duty was payable. 
It had been argued that that decision was wrong. His lordship could not 
overrule it, and he must act upon it It was undistinguishable from the 

ent case, and was binding on him.—OounseL, Rigby, Q.C., and 
Morshead ; Vaughan Hawkins ; Borthwick ; Rawlinson; Vernon R. Smith, 
Soxtcrtors, Hanbury, Hutton, § Whitting ; Solicitor to the Inland Revenue; 
BE. F. Henley ; Surman § Quekett ; Palmer, Eland, § Nettleship. 


Re TAYLOR—-North, J., 21st January. 


Lanps Cravses Oonsouipation Act, 1845—Compunsory TAKING OF Lanp 
By Pustic Bopy—PayMent OF PuRCHASE-MONEY INTO CourT—ConveEy- 


ANCE BY Degp Pott—PeETITION FOR PAYMENT OUT—NON-PRODUCTION OF 
Tittz Dzzps. 


This was a — by an executrix for the payment out of court of 
money which had been paid in under the Lands Olauses Consolidation 
Act by the London County Council in respect of a leasehold house of the 
testator which they had taken under their statutory powers. Notice to 
treat had been given during the testator’s lifetime; the amount of 
urchase-mon ad been settled after his death, but, the will not having 
m proved, it had been paid into court to the credit of the executrix, and 
the county council had executed a deed poll, under the Lands Clauses 
Consolidation Act, vesting her interest in the house in themselves. The 
will having been proved, the executrix petitioned for the payment of the 
money out. The county council objected, on the ground that they were 
entitled to have the lease handed over to them. The executrix could not 
hand it over, it not being in her possession. It was in the hands of a 
former solicitor of the testator, who claimed a lien upon it for costs. The 
executrix had not the means of satisfying his claim until the purchase- 
money was paid. No other objection was raised to the payment out. 
Nortn, J., held that the money must be paid out. He said that there 
was no ent for making an order for payment conditional on the 
handing over of title deeds.—Counszr, 4. Young; Geare. Soxtcrrors, 
Treadwell ; R. Ward. 





Tligh Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
COLQUHOUN v. HEDDON—20th January. 


Revenve—Incomz Tax—AnaTEMENT—Lire InsvRANCE—Forgicn Insur- 
a¥ce Company—Jornt-Srock Companiss Recistration Act, 1844 (7 & 
8 Vicr. c. 110), ss. 1, 2—Incomz Tax Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vicr. c. 34), 
8. 54—Income Tax (AnatTsment IN Respect or InsuRANCES ON Livgs) 
Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vier. c. 91). 


In this case the question was raised of the right of a person who has 
insured his life in a foreign insurance company to deduct the amount of 
the annual premium paid by him for such insurance from any Bn ney: or 

in respect of which he is liable to be assessed under schedules (D ) 

or (E.) of the Income Tax Act, 1853. Section 54 of that Act confers that 
right upon “‘ any person who shall have made insurance on his life, or on 
the life of his wife, or shall have contracted for any deferred annuity on 
own life or on the life of his wife in or with any insurance company 
which shall become registered under any Act to be passed in the present 
session of Parliament for that purpose, and which shall comply with the 
requirements of such Act.’”” No such Act was d; but an Act of the 
same session was (16 & 17 Vict. c. 91) which (after reciting that an 
Act for the registration of insurance companies might not be passed in the 
then present session of Parliament) enacted that the benefits of section 54 
of the previous Act should be enjoyed by persons who had insured or 
contracted for a deferred annuity ‘‘in or with any insurance company 
existing on the lst day of November, 1844, or in or with any insurance 
company pursuant to the” Joint-Stock Oom Registration 
Act, 1844, e respondent in this case, Mr. Heddon, had insured his life 








in an insurance company which had been established in America prior to 
the Ist of November, 1844, and which carried on its business in New 
York, and had no office in the United Kingdom. Mr. Heddon claimed to 
deduct £6 4s. 2d., the amount of the annual premium paid by him to the 
company from the profits or gains in respect of which he was assessed, 
The Commissioners of Income Tax held that the Act 16 & 17 Vict. c. 91 
applied to insurances in all companies, whether British or foreign, and 
that the respondent was entitled to make the deduction in respect of the 
premium. They stated this case for the opinion of the court. It was 
argued on behalf of the Crown that ‘‘ company” meant ‘‘ English com- 
pany,”’ and that the reference in the Act to companies existing on the Ist 
of November, 1844, or omy pursuant to the Joint-Stock Companies 
Registration Act, 1844, shewed that only English companies could have 
been intended, for none other could be affected by the provisions of the 
Registration Act. For the respondent it was urged that the words of 
the Act 16 & 17 Vict. c. 91 were quite general, and included an insur. 
ance company in any part of the world provided it existed on the Ist of 
November, 1844, the object of the provision being to encourage thrift, 
and the locus of the company being quite immateriul. 


Pottock, B., said the appeal must be allowed. The matter was one of 
importance, as many of her Majesty’s subjects insured their lives in foreign 
insurance offices. The question was governed by statute, for it could not 
be disputed that, except for some statutory abatement, this sum ought to 
be included in the assessment. Until the year 1853 it clearly would have 
been included. It was then that the feeling of hardship in taxing the 
savings of thrift prevailed to the extent of the Legislature saying that 
where a man’s thrift had taken the form of a life insurance instead of 
ordinary investments, there should be an exception in his favour to the 
extent of the annual premium which he paid. It was clear that when 
section 54 of the Income Tax Act, 1853, was enacted there was contem- 
plated the passing of some Act dealing with the registration of insurance 
companies. But, apart from that, ‘‘ company ’’ meant a company estab- 
lished in the United Kingdom, and subject to the cognizance of English 
law. It was a certain legal entity, the effect and nature of which depended 
upon the law of that country where it was established, and in that 
English Act it meant an insurance company within the meaning of English 
legislation. Then, in the later Act (c. 91), the date mentioned (the Ist of 
November, 1844) was an obvious reference to the Registration Act (7 & 8 
Vict. c. 110), which made that date the date on which the registration of 
companies was to commence. The obvious intention, therefore, was that 
the company insured in was to be an English and a registered company. 
Who could say what was a properly constituted company in a foreign 
country? Ifthe argument for the respondent were to prevail, the result 
would be that, in the case of insurance in an unregistered English com- 
pany there would be no abatement, bué where the unregistered company 
was a foreign one there would be an abatement. Hawxuns, J., thought 
it clear that the words in the later Act of 1853 “‘ any insurance company 
existing on the lst day of November, 1844,” or ‘‘ registered pursuant to 
the Joint-Stock Companies Registration Act, 1844,’ could not apply to an; 
insurance company in any part of the world, but could only be read wi 
reference to companies carrying on business in the United Kingdom. The 
appeal ought to be allowed. Appeal allowed.—UounsgL, Sir R. Webster, 
A.G.; A. V. Dicey and R. Griffin; Finlay, Q.C., and Bremner. Soxict- 
tors, Solicitor of Iniand Revenue; Ashurst, Morris, Crisp, § Co. 


THE DUKE OF NORFOLK v. LAMARQUE—20th January. 


Revenve—Income Tax—Manorzat Prorirrs—Cost or ConttecTion—RiGut 
or Depvucrion—Income Tax Act, 1842 (5 & 6 Vicr. c. 35), 8. 60, 
SCHEDULE A, RULES IL., 4, ss. 72, 159. 


The question raised in this case, stated by the Income Tax Oommis- 
sioners, was whether or not the appellant, the owner of the manor of 
Dorking, in the Wotton division of the county of Surrey, was entitled to 
deduct from the amount of the manorial rates and dues received by him 
out of the said manor the expenses of collecting the same before the 
assessment for income tax was made. It was admitted on behalf of the 
appellant that none of the deductions mentioned in schedule A, rule V. 
applied to the assessment of manorial dues, but it was contended that 
the cost of collection was a necessary expense, and that the appellant 
was entitled to take it into account in ——~ the amount of the 
assessment. Stevens v. Bishop (19 Q. B. D. , 20 Q. B. D. 442) was 
relied on. For the Orown it was argued that no deductions but those 
expressly enumerated in the Act could be made in the computation of 
duty (section 159). 


Pottock, B., said that the ne failed. It was admitted that the 
deduction which was claimed to be made was not one of those expressly 
allowed by the Act, and that admission went a long way. The difficulty 
arose in connection with the rules under schedule A, No. II.; no analogy 
could be taken from profits derived from manufactures or trade, for those 
profits were the result of laying out money for the pnrpose of getting an 
increase upon it ; but profits in No. II. was not used in that sense; it 
meant the average amount for one year of the interest or property which 
a man had in those rights over land. That was treated asa rent issuing 
out of the and belonging to the owner. A doubt was raised on 
the s of the decision in Stevens v. Bishop, but there was a marked 
distinction between the two cases ; the real und of that decision was 
that it was admitted that the sum there med to be deducted was 
necessarily led by the appellant. There was no such admission as 
to the expenses of collection in the present case. The full amount was 
subject to taxation. Hawkins, J. 


» concurred. — dismissed 
Oounset, Lyon ; Sir R. BE. Webster. A.G., and A. V. Dicey. Soxrcrrors, 
Few § Co. ; The Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 
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OLD v. ROBSON—18th January. 


Tape UNION—F'RIENDLY Socrrery—Osszcts or SocigTY PARTLY THOSE OF 
a TRADE UNION, PARTLY oF A Farenpty Soorsry—Powsr or Maais- 
TRATES TO ENFORCE RULES. 


This was a case stated by magistrates for the borough of Middlesborough. 
At a sessions holden at the police court, Middlesborough, a com- 
plaint was preferred by the respondent against the appellant, the secretary 
of the ‘‘ Amalgamated Society of Carpenters and Joiners,’”’ under section 
92 of the Friendly Societies Act, 1875, Se, Oe appellant ‘‘ with 
having refused to pay the respondent a certain weekly allowance—namely, 
twelve shillings—as and for sick benefit or relief to which he was entitled as 
a member of the said pone eC contrary to the rules of the society.’ Upon 
the hearing of this complaint, the appellant was ordered by the magis- 
trates to pay to the respondent the sum so claimed and costs. Upon the 
hearing of the complaint it was admitted that the respondent was still a 
member of the society, and would therefore be enti to the benefits of 
the society, but it was contended that the society was a “trade union,” 
and not a friendly society, and that the Trade Union Act, 1871 (34 & 35 
Vict. c. 31), s. 4, precluded the magistrates’ court from exercising juris- 
diction in the matter (Farrer v. Close, 38 L. J. M. CO. 132). It was 
admitted that the respondent would have been entitled to his money if 
this were a friendly society, and it was contended for him that this was a 
friendly society, though part of its objects were those of a trade union. 
After reading the rules of the society, the tes found that the 
object of the society was substantially the same as specified in the 
Friendly Societies Acts (38 & 39 Vict. c. 60; 50 & 51 Vict. c. 56), and on 
the authority of Knowles v. Booth (32 W. R. 432) they held that they had 
jurisdiction, and they made an order for the payment of the twelve 
shillings. The question submitted by them was whether this society was 
a ‘trade union” or substantially a ‘‘ friendly society ’’ as specified in the 
Friendly Societies Acts. It was admitted that part of the objects of the 
society as stated in the rules were those of a trade union and part those 
of a friendly society. 

Tur Court (Pottockx, B., and Writs, J.) held that as part of the 
objects of the society were those of a trade union, none of the rules of the 
society could be enforced in a court, even though part of the objects of 
the society were those of a friendly society, and that the magistrates had 
no jurisdiction to order the payment of the claim.—Oounssx, Tickell; 
Agabeg. Soxtcrrors, Shaen, Roscoe, $ Co. ; Belfrage § Co. 





Bankruptcy Cases, 


Ex parte CROOK, Re CROOK -C. A. No. 1, 17th January. 


Act or Banxruptcy—Norice or Suspgnsion OF PayMENT—BANKRUPTCY 
Act, 1883, s. 4, sun-sgctron 1 (h). 


This was an appeal by a debtor against a receiving order, the question 
being whether he had committed an act of bankruptcy within the meaning 
of sub-section 1 (4) of section 4 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, which pro- 
vides, by sub-section 1, that ‘‘a debtor commits an act of bankruptcy 
(inter alia) (f) if he files in the court a declaration of his inability to pay 
his debts ; (4) if the debtor gives notice to any of his creditors that he has 
suspended, or that he is about to suspend, payment of his debts.’”’ On 
December 2, 1889, the debtor, who was a trader, sent the following 
circular to his creditors :—‘* Dear Sirs,—Being unable to meet m 
engagements as they fall due, I invite your attendance at the Guild- 
hall Tavern on Wednesday next at 3 p.m. when I will submit a 
statement of my position for your consideration and decision.” Mr. 
Registrar Linklater held that ordinary business men would under- 
stand this circular to be a notice that the debtor was about to sus- 
pat payment of his debts, and that, therefore, an act of bankruptcy 

been committed, and he made a receiving order. On the appeal 
it was contended, on behalf of the debtor, that the circular was 
only a declaration that he could not then pay his debts; not that he 
intended to suspend payment. He had not then made up his mind as 
to suspending payment. Whether he would do so or not depended upon 
the result of the creditors’ meeting. If the circular amounted to a 
declaration of the debtor’s inability to pay his debts, that was not sufii- 
cient under sub-section 1 (4), for sub-section 1 (f) required that such a 
declaration should be filed, and it must, therefore, in writing. Ez 
parte Oastler (32 W.R. 126,13 Q, B. D. 471), Re Lamb (31 Soxtcrrors’ 
JouRNAL, 217, 4 Morrell’s Bank. Oases, 25), and Re Fleming, Fraser, § Co. 
(60 L. T. N 8S. 154) were referred to. 

Tuz Court (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed 
the decision, Fry, L.J., dissenting. Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the 
circular must be construed according to its ordinary business ey 
having regard to the fact that the language was used by a trader to h 
creditors, and used peer Mt regard to somet 
bring a trader within the bankruptcy law. The only circumstances which 
the court could take into account were those which existed on the 2nd of 
December, and were known to all the parties—that is, that a trader, who 
was indebted, was about to speak to his creditors. The question was, 
whether the language of that circular amounted to a statement by the 
debtor that he was about to suspend payment of his debts. The first 
thing to be noticed was, that the debtor had made up his mind, whether 
tightly or hppa was immaterial, that he was unable to meet his 
engagements as they fell due, and he told his creditors this. What, 
then, was the meaning of the agen of the latter half of the 

when used by a trader, who had made up his mind 
that he was unable to meet his engagements as they fell due, 


g which might. 





and addressed to his creditors? The fair business meaning seemed 


; he 
to his creditors to take less than their due; and, if they did not agree 
ap ncumate diane 7 

us be a ent in any event as to 
whether such a notice was a notice of Gupentan of 
section 1 (4) was considered in Re Lamb. The present cas3 came within 
Re Lamb, as the true So circular was, that, if the offer of a 
composition were not acce) by the creditors, the only alternative wo 
be a ion of payment by the debtor. The document, therefore, 
amoun © 0 eS re it within the section. Re 
Fleming, Fraser, § Co. was not intended to sistent with Re Lamb, and, 
if a similar case should come before this court, his lordship gave no opinion 
how it would be dealt with. Bowen, L.J., entirely agreed with the con- 
struction placed upon the circular by the Master of the Rolls. The ex- 
ression ‘‘ unable to meet my ts as they fall due ” was perfectly 
amiliar to every business man. o clroular meant, and would bo talon 
by those who received it as meaning, that the debtor was going to pro- 
pose to his creditors a composition, as to the acceptance of which they 
were to decide, and that, if it were not accepted, suspension of payment 
was the only alternative. If that was the true meaning of the docu- 
ment, the case came within Re Lamb. lt might be otherwise if the 
sus ion of payment was only to take place on a contingency, but his 
lordship did not so read it. As to Re Fleming, Fraser, ¢ Co., he only 
desired to say that, if it was contrary to Re Lam), it was wrongly decided ; 
but, if it was a right decision, it was so on the ground that there the 
letter coupled with the circumstances differed from the letter and the 
circumstances in Re Lamb. As to some of the observations of Oave, J., in the 
former case, his lordship desired to reserve his opinion. Fry, L.J., differed 
from the rest of the court as to the construction of the circular. In order 
that a notice of suspension of payment should come within sub-section 1 
(A) it must, he thought, be an unqualified and unconditional notice. If 
the debtor ae that he would suspend payment if a strike occurred, 
or if a partic cargo was lost, or if a correspondent failed, it 
would not be a notice within the section. The question was, whether the 
notice in this case was an unqualified notice of sion of payment. 
In his opinion it was not. He would place himself in the position of the 
creditors who received the notice. The true meaning of it appeared to him 
to be that the debtor would suspend Payment, unless at the meeting the 
creditors should otherwise direct. He his creditors together that he 
might take counsel with them ; he thought he must suspend payment, but 
he asked them to say what he ought to do. The circular was extremely 
hkely to lead to a composition, but it might lead to the creditors telling 
him to goon. In Re Lamb the letter stated that, unless the creditors 
accepted a composition of five shillings in the pound, the debtor would 
suspend payment of the whole. Qudeungue vid it was a notice of 5 
of payment.—Counsmt, Herbert Reed § Mellor; Rowland Whitehead. 
Soxtcrrors, G. Lennox ; Phelps, Sidgwick, § Co, 


Fx parte OFFICIAL RECEIVER, Re MCGRATH—Oave, J., 18th January. 


Banxruptcy—Pusiic ExamiInaTion—Rervusat or DgstoR To ATTEND— 
Warrant or Arrest—Sgrvicz or Noricre—Banxkrvurrcy Act, 1883, 
ss. 25, 28, 142—Banxruprcy Ruurs, 1886, rr. 92, 185, 186. 


An important decision was given in this case with reference to the 
power of the court to issue a warrant for the arrest of a debtor who has 
failed to attend his public examination where notice of the time and 

lace for holding such examination has not been served on him personally, 
but has been sent by registered letter. On the Ist of October, 1889, a 
petition was presented against the debtor, the act of bankruptcy alleged 
being noncompliance with the requirements of a hen nene pA notice, and 
on the 7th of October an order was made for substituted service of the 
petition by a copy thereof enclosed in a .-Yr letter addressed 
to the debtor at 78, High Holborn. On the 23rd of October, 1889, a 
receiving order was made, a copy being sent to the debtor yy eee 
post, and on the 28th of October he attended on the official ver for 
examination as to his affairs, and stated that he resided at 78, High 
Holborn. On the 3rd of December, 1889, a notice of the time and 
fixed for the first meeting of creditors, and a notice of the time and 
appointed by the court for the public examination, was sent by the official 
receiver by registered letter to the debtor at 78, High Holborn, being _ 

returned to 


official receiver, but the debtor failed to attend the first meeting of credi- 
tors, no excuse being given for his absence, and he also failed to attend for 
his public examination, which had been fixed for the 20th of December, 
1889, without any reason beivg alleged for his non-attendance. 
peerage peng Se mewe to the registrar for a warrant of arrest under 
section 25 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, and rule 185 of the Bankru 
Rules, 1886, by which power is given to arrest a debtor if, without 
cause shewn, he fails to attend his public examination after the order 
requiring him to attend has been duly served on him, but the registrar 
being doubtful whether or not it was requisite that the notice in question 
should be served personally on the debtor, the matter was ref to the 
judge for his decision. Rule 186 provides that ‘‘ where any order is made 
appointing the time and place for holding the public examination of a 
debtor, the official receiver shall serve a copy thereof on the debtor, and 
sball give to the creditors notice of such order, and of the time and place 
pointed thereby . . .”” Section 142 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, 
that ‘‘ all notices and other documents for the service of which no 
mode is directed, may be sent by pre post letter to the last known 
address of the person ta be served th.’ And rule 92 provides 
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that ‘‘ where notice of an order or other proceeding in court may be served 


by post it shall be sent by registered letter.” 


Q, 
> 
# 
oH 


that ruie 186 req 
and place for holding the 


the last known address of the person to be served. 


thereof on the debtor by sending it by prepaid post letter to his last known 
address 


.” There was nothing inconsistent in that language, and it would be 


served in the manner directed by the section. If,on the other hand, the 
rule had said, the official receiver shall serve a copy personally on the 
debtor, and it went on, by sending it by prepaid post letter, it would be 
an obvious contradiction in terms. There would be a special direction in- 
consistent with section 142. The document which by rule 186 was re- 
quired to be served on the debtor might be sent to him by registered prepaid 
post letter, the registration being prescribed by rule 92, and as that 

to have been done in the present case, the warrant might be 
issued.—Soricrtors, Spyer § Son. 


Ex parte BORRIS, Re NORRIS—O. A. No. 1, 17th January. 


Bawxrvurrcy — Recervine Orper— ApPpzAL —ARRANGEMENT BETWEEN 
Duprok AND OREDITOR AFTER MAKING OF ORDER — RESCISSION OF 
Orper. 


In this case an a had been presented by a debtor against a receiv- 
ing order. When the appeal came on for hearing it was adjourned, on 
that negotiations were in progress between the debtor and 
the petitioning creditor for a settlement of the creditor’s claim. The 

was now restored to the list, and it was stated that an arrange- 
ment had been come to between the debtor and the creditor. The 
debtor’s counsel admitted that it was not the practice of the Court of 
Appeal to discharge a receiving order, which was not alleged to have 
been ly made in the first instance, merely because an arrangement 
made between the debtor and the petitioning creditor. 
court could not disregard the interests of the other creditors, for whose 
i order, when made, would enure. But it was asked 

the 
for s0 


g 
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might be referred back to the registrar in order that he 
the receiving order if, after inquiry, he should think it a fit 
g- Re Ashbury (6 Morrell Bank. Oas. 256) was cited as an 
adopting this course. 
Lord Esuze, M.R., and Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) said that 
dismiss the appeal, it being admitted that the receiving 
ly made in the first instance. If anything had taken 
of the order which would justify the court in 
jhe proper course was to make a fresh application to the 
is was not a matter which could be dealt with upon an 
the receiving order. The report in Re Ashbury was not quite 
stating that that case was ‘‘referred back’’ to the registrar. 
The court simply dismissed the appeal, leaving the debtor to apply, if he 
thought fit, to the registrar to rescind the receiving order.—Covunsz1, 
Bigham, Q.C., and Spratt; Cooper Willis, Q.C., and F. Cooper Willis. 
Soxicrrors, a’ Beckett Terrell § Co. ; Hilberys. 
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Solicitors’ Cases 
WARD ». LAWSON—O. A. No. 2, 22nd January. 


Sonicrrorn—Loxpos Acsnr anp Country Soricrron—Acenxcy Busingss— 
Rucut or Lonvow AGENT TO PARTICIPATE IN INTEREST ON CosTs PAID BY 
Cures 


s 


The question in this case was, whether a London agent was entitled to a 
share of some interest upon costs which had been by the client to the 
— solicitor. Be plaintiff, a —7 oe was solicitor to a 

way company ; defendant was his Lon agent. An agreement 
was entered into between them that defendant should act for the plaintiff 
it in London, and that all business introduced by the plaintiff 

y sat ody and transacted by him, should be so transacted as agent 
plaintiff on the usual agency terms. It was further agreed that 
of costs for transacted by the defendant, as the plaintiff's 
of the railway company should be kept separate from the 

bills, and that the defendant should not call 

pay any of his agency bills until the plaintiff had 

of costs from the company. e detendant 
atious business of the railway company as agent for the plain- 

The company did not pay the plaintiff's costs till many years after 
due, and ultimately the plaintiff sued the company for the 
———— me them, with interest. The 

og London pry cle to be entitled oe share ex o 
terest, so far as it was im respect of his agency charges. Ohitty, J., 
held that this claim was well founded. On the appeal, the question of the 
natare of the ordinary relation between a country solicitor and his London 
yo Eyer ypenrrgmmnn or tperanudaie agpadiagy sandons Aguas entitled in the 
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directed that the warrant could be issued. His lordship said 
uired that where an order was made appointing the time 
blic examination, the official receiver should 
serve a copy thereof on the debtor, It did not say that the order should 
be served on him personally, but that it should be served on him. Then 
section 142 provided that all notices and other documents for the service 
mode was directed, might be sent by prepaid post letter 
The words, ‘‘all 
notices and other documents ’’ must include a copy of an order such as 
that in the present case. The debtor was a person to be served and no 
special mode of service on him was directed. One way of testing whether 
special mode of service was directed was to add to rule 186 the words of 
section 142, when it would run ‘‘ the official receiver shall serve a copy 





usual agency terms, the London agent is entitled to be paid all 
eee out of pocket, and also one-half of the “ prod charge” 


he has nothing to do with any profit made by the country solicitor, 
Tue Oovrt (Corton, Livpuzy, and Lopzs, L.JJ.) reversed the 
decision, holding that the agreement did not vary the usual 
terms in this respect, and that the London agent was not entitled to 
share of the interest. Oorron, L.J., said that the question turned upop 
the construction of the agreement. Under the ordinary relation between 
a London agent and a country solicitor, the London agent was cl 
entitled to be paid by the country solicitor all his disbursements out of 
pocket. But there were a number of other charges, which were known 
as ‘‘profit charges,’ and the question had been raised whether the 
London agent was entitled to half the profit made by the country soligi. 
tor, or only to half the ,‘profit charges.’”’ Their lordships had been 
told by the taxing master that the London agent was only entitled to 
half the “‘ profit charges ”—that is, the charges which did not involve an 
expenditure by him, and that the London agent had nothing to do 
any profit made by the country solicitor, nor was he liable for any logs 
which the country solicitor suffered by reason of the client not being able 
to pay what was due from him. Was there, then, anything in the agree- 
ment in the present case to alter the ordinary rule, and to entitle the 
London agent to half the profits made by the country solicitor? The 
only thing relied on was the provision that the defendant was not to call 
on the plaintiff to pay him until the plaintiff had obtained payment from 
the way company. That did not affect the amount which the 
defendant was entitled to claim ; it related only to the time at which he 
could demand payment. It gave him a right to no greater amount than 
he would have been entitled to in the ordinary way. It might be very 
reasonable that the London agent should share in the interest, if there 
was an agreement that he should, but there was no such agreement here, 
Linpizy, LJ., said that, till he had heard what Mr. Ryland said, he 
thought that under the usual agency terms the London agent was enti- 
tled to a share of the profits made by the country: solicitor, but Mr. 
Ryland had convinced him that his ori view was wrong, and that the 
London agent had nothing to do with the profits. He was entitled to his 
disbursements, and to half (or some other proportion) of the charges 
which were called ‘‘ profit charges” to distinguish them from disburse- 
ments. The agreement in the Fae case did not give the London 
agent any right to share in profits. Lorzs, L.J., concurred. —Oounsnz, 
Byrne, Q.0., and Chadwyck-Healey ; Romer, Q.C., and B. Eyre. Soutcrrors, 
Sole, Turner, § Knight ; A. Scott Lawson. 


SOLICITOR ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS. 
Jan. 13.—A.zert Barrett (Walbrook, London). 





*,* Srrovssere v. McGrecor.—In our report of this case (ante, p. 180) 
= = se motion,” in the fifth line from the bottom of the page, should 
‘action.’ 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
THE FINAL EXAMINATION, 


The equity paper, taken as a whole, was hard—at any rate, harder than 
that on conveyancing. The three opening questions were certainly diffi- 
cult, as they dealt with out of the way matter and required general 
knowledge. Since ‘‘ mortgages” form fit subject-matter for the convey- 
ancing paper, it is rather — to find as many as three questions on 
this Pon Mr. H. A. Smith’s Principles of Equity would be found a 
useful text-book for the paper generally. The common law paper is one 
on which candidates generally expect to ‘‘ pick up”’ their average, but we 
are afraid they will Be disappointed at the present examination. The 


bankru questions were easy enough, but the first, fifth, seventh, and 
ninth, g with pure common law practice and procedure, were diffi- 
cult, 


Of the remaining papers that on probate, divorce, &c., was very easy ; 
candidates who had pt domainty treatises could not well fail to answer 
the questions on ecclesiastical law and admiralty. The criminal paper 
was not so objectionable as usual ; still, maximum punishments for cruelly 
beating animals and killing fish by dynamite are not very easy unless 4 
lucky “‘shot’’ is made—however, as the other questions can be found 
answered in Harris’ Principles, the paper was;not as hard as usual. 





THE HONOURS EXAMINATION, 


The conveyancing paper was of a pleasing character. Such well- 
known cases as Hewison v. Negus, The Nottingham Brick Oo. v. Butler, Re 
Price, Stafford v. Stafford, with a few general questions on the rules of 
descent and distribution, would give a well read sPudent but little trouble, 
The sixth question, on powers, was not easy, but the form of the ques- 
tion gives some clue to the appropriate answer. The equity paper, which 
was easier than that given out at the pass examination, includes several 
comparatively recent cases—Re Bacon, Oamp v. Coe, Fletcher § Son v. 
Bealey 4 Oo, Mills v. Jormings, Tarn v. Turner, &o., appear in more or 
less tolerably distinct form, together with the Preferential Payments in 
Bankruptcy Act, 1888. ‘The common law paper dealt with the Inn- 
i Act, 1863, and the recent Factors Act and such cases as Derry v. 
Puk, den v. Weardale Iron Oo,, Shaw v. Shaw, the rule in £. sparks Waring, 





of special agreement, was discussed. court consulted 
taxing master, and he informed them that, under the 
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a 
Re Sherry, Re Hallett, &c, ‘Tho paper dealing with the additional subjects 
would doubtless prove the hardest of the four, but the questions om 
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law dealt with familiar matters, and things a student would be 
more likely to know than the questions in the same subject at the pass. 
As the hail was pretty fall, we should expect a full honours’ list but for 
the rule that the candidates’ papers will not be looked at unless they attain 
the necessary standard at the pass, which is believed to be a very high. 
one. 


COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 
Hiary Examination, 1890. 


At a general examination of students of the Inns of Oourt, held at 
Lincoln’s-inn Hall on the 14th, 16th, 17th, 18th, 19th and 20th of Decem- 
ber, 1889, the Council of Legal Education awarded to William Muir, Gray’s- 
inn, and John Westley Manning, Lincoln’s-inn, studentehips in Jurispru- 
dence and Roman Law of 100 guineas, to continue for a period of two 
years; and to 7 Smethurst Mundahl, Lincoln’s-inn, and Arthur 
Rutherford, Middle Temple, studentships in Jurisprudence and Roman 
Law of 100 guineas, for one year. 

The Council also awarded to the following students certificates that they 
had satisfactorily passed a public examination :—Abu Reza, Inner Temple; 
Robert Shafto Adair, Inner Temple ; George Simon Alexander, Lincoln’s- 
inn; Mohmad Hamid Ali Khan, Inner Temple; William Audrews, 
Middle Temple; Joseph Macdonald Baily, Inner Temple ; John Ffinch 

» Lincoln’s-inn ; William Lawrance Leonard Bell, Inner Temple ; 
Hugh Hale Leigh Bellot, Inner Temple; Lance Bentley, Gray’s-inn ; 

t+ Ram, Lincoln’s-inn; Lambert John Blair Bond, Middle 
Temple; Andrew Benjamin Brown, Middle Temple; John Gordon 
Drummond Oampbell, Lincoln’s-inn; Arthur Beresford Oane, Inner 
; George Horace Oondy, Inner Temple; George Barnard 
Milbank Ooore, Middle Temple; Joseph Leander de Montbrun, 
Middle Temple; George amson Dennis, Middle Temple; 
Frederick Ernst Dubs, Inner Temple; Manik Lal Dutta, Lincoln’s-inn ; 
Gervas Selwyn Eyre, Inner Temple; Henry Gatchell Farrant, Inner 
Temple ; Aubone George Fife, Middle Temple ; Ernest Cecil Clark Firth, 
Middle Temple; Ganpatrao Shravanrao Gaekwad, Middle Temple ; 
Francis Joseph Green, Inner by 4 Charles Arathoon Owen Temple 
Gregory, Inner Temple ; Harrop William Abel Harrison, Lincoln’s-inn ; 
Lionel Edward Hawtayne, Lincoln’s-inn; James Alexander Hay, Inner 
Temple; Charles Waterfield Hayward, Inner Temple ; Charles Wilten, 
Andrée Hayward, Inner Temple; Robert Masterman Helme, Inner 
Temple; Maurice Henry Hewlett, Inner Temple ; Arthur Dickson Home, 
Middle Temple; Arthur Edward Hughes, Gray’s-inn; Arthur Henry 
Hughes, Inner Temple ; Walter Hughes, Middle Temple ; George Massey 
Long Innes, Lincoln’s-inn ; Ohenvary Krishnan, Middle Temple; Alex- 
ender Mere Latham, Inner Temple; Walter Frewen Lord, Inner Temple ; 
Malcolm M’Ilwraith, Lincoln’s-inn; John Emilius Lewin Mayer, Lin- 
coln’s-inn ; Joseph Ernest Morris, Lincoln’s-inn ; Thomas Evans Morris, 
Inner Temple; Herbert Alexander Newbon, Inner Temple; Francis 
James Newton, Inner Temple; Alexander John Fitzroy Nugent, Inner 
Temple ; Josiah Oldfield, Lincoln’s-inn; Arthur Ferriss Sarony Pasmore, 
Middle Temple; Albert Julian Pell, Lincoln’s-inn; Frank Phillips, 
Middle Temple; Hugh Wastel. Postlethwaite, Inner Temple; Arthur 
Pritchard, Inner Temple ; Morey Quayle-Jones, Middle Temple ; Latifur 
Rahman, Middle Temple ; Ganpat Rai, Gray’s-inn ; Diwan Doulet Ram, 
Inner Temple; Oharles Foster Ritchie, Lincoln’s-inn ; Edward Charles 
Robinson, Inner Temple ; Ernest Joseph Schuster, Lincoln’s-inn ; _—— 
Jackson Shears, Middle Temple; William Barrow Simonds, Inner 
Temple; John Alexander Sinclair, Lincoln’s-inn ; Archibald Seth Smith, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; Newland Francis Forester Smith, Lincoln’s-inn ; Edward 
Fordham Spence, Middle Temple; Henry John ey Middle Temple ; 
Rustomji Bejanjee Sunawalla, Middle Temple; John Francis Taylor, 
Middle Temple; Robert Temperley, Inner Temple; Frank 
Middle Temple ; Skinner Turner, Middle Temple ; and Edward eler 
Walker, Middle Temple. 

There were 96 examined, and 76 passed. 

The following students passed a satisfactory examination in Roman 
Law :—Mohamad Ahmad, Lincoln’s-inn; Fasihud Dien Ahmed, Middle 
Temple; George Boyce Allen, Inner Temple; Arthur Richard A " 
Lincoln’s-inn ; James Richard Atkin, Gray’s-inn; John Stewart 
Gray’s-inn ; Ralph Vincent Bankes, Inner Temple ; Douglas Cole Bartley, 
Inner Temple; Francis Herrick Birch, Inner Temple; Oharles Ernest 
Branch, Gray’s-inn ; Trimbuckray Trica Mozamdur Buch, Middle 
Temple ; Walter Leopold Buller, Inner Temple ; Henry Charles Burdett, 
Inner Temple; Harry Frank Chadwick, Middle Temple ; Herbert Edward 
Chorley, Middle Temple; Nathan Mandelson Oohen, Inner Temple ; 
Wilfred Bruno Oolbeck, Inner Temple; Nasarwanji Jamshedji ~ i 
Inner Semete : Framroze Pestonji Doctor, Middle Temple ; George . 
son, Inner Temple ; Thomas Wilson Do Inner Temple ; John Apple- 

Dugdale, Inner Temple ; Gilbert Sutherland Ed Tnner Temple ; 

e Francis Macdaniel Honis, Middle Temple; Pepyat Williams 
Evans, Inner Temple; Robert 7 Forster, Inner Temple; Sydney 
Roden Fothergill, Lincoln’s-inn ; Paul Mortimer Francke, Inner Temple ; 
David Fulton, Middle Tem le; Bertram Oardew Gardiner, Linooln’s-iun ; 
Frederick William Gilks, Inner Temple; Alfred Oharles Glover, Middle 
Temple; Ram Gopal, Middle Temple ; William Robarta Hamilton, Inner 
Temple; Mirza Fukhundeen Hassan, Inner Temple; Cyril Vyvyan 
Hawksford, Middle Temple; James Sands Henderson, Middle Temple ; 
Henry Straus Quixano Henriquer, Inner Temple ; Richard Hughes, Middle 
Temple ; Henry Percy Hussey, Inner Temple; Masa Nao Inaba, Lin- 
coln’s-inn ; Mohamed Ismail Khan, Middle Temple ; John —_ Jack- 





ton, Inner Templo; Samuel James, Middle Temple; Robert 
ae, nee Tomple ; Irving Kent, Inner Seaton’ Singteas bidale 
King, ooln’s-inn ; Frederick William Washin K » Middle 


Temple ; ti Sivarama Krishnamma, Lincoln’s-inn; Sidney 
Pp le ; William Edward Lines, Middle ; 
Thowes “tenest Sowa kadeghde-tant Frederick Low, Minds 


Middle Temple; Evan Alcock Nepean, Inner Temple; Arthur John 
Aloysius O'Connor, Middle Temple; Horace Prudentius Parodi, Inner 
Temple; Nicholas Julian Paterson, Middle Temple; Thomas Probert 
Perks, Gray’s-inn; John Michael Porral, Inner : 
Powles, Inner Temple; Diwan Ram Prashad, Inner ¢ 
Kenelm Treffry Purcell, Lincoln’s-inn ; Abdur Rahim, a 
Diwan Shadi Ram, Inner Temple ; ing Sete Romer, "g- 
inn; Hubert Lawrence Roper, Inner ple; Francis Xavier Joseph 
Inner Temple ; Harry Scrivener, Middle le ; Edward 
Percy Simpson, Inner Temple; Gurcharn Singh, "s-inn ; 
Herbert Percy Smith, Inner Temple; Herbert Guy Snowden, Middle 
Temple; John Bruce Caldwell Gray’s-ino ; Daniel 
Inner Temple; Gerald Stevens, coln’s-inn; Andries Stockenstrém, 
Middle Temple; William Stoney, Lincoln’s-inn ; Ernest Ruthven 
Inner Temple; Charles Taylor, Inner Temple; James pson, 
Temple; Percy Gladstone See or Temple ; Courtauld Thom- 
son, er Temple ; Harry Thomson, Temple; Alfred 
Henry Robinson Thornton, Inner Templo; John Ernest Turner, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; Henry Waiter Verdon, Middle Temple ; and Percy Theo- 
baid Wrigley, Lincoln’s-inn. 
Examined, 110; passed, 96. 


At the December examination, 1889, on the subjects of the lectures of 
jad er ma of the Inns of Court, held at Lincoln’s-inn Hall, 2ist and 
23rd of December, 1889, the Council of Legal Education awarded the 
following prizes to the undermentioned students :— 

Roman Law, oe Constitutional Law and History, and 
Private Internati Law.—Henry Smethurst Mundabl, Lincoln’s-inn, a 
owen of £50; John Morrison, en eer of £25; Mohamed 

hah Din, Middle Temple, a prize of £15 ; William Washington 
Kingdon, Middle Temple, a prize of £10. 
Equity.—James Orawford dale Temps Temple, a prize of £25; 
Frederick William Bartlett, Middle & prize of £10. 

Common Law.—Richard Denison Cumberland-Jones, Inner Temple, a 
prize of £50; Howard Rhys Joseph, Inner Temple, a prize of £15. 

The Law of Real and Personal -—James Alexander Hay, 
Inner Temple. a prize of £50; Arthur Middle Temple, a prize 
of £25 ; William Wallach, Middle Temple, a prize of £10. 

The Council have also awarded to the student who 


5 


Law of Real and Personal P , but under the rules only one prize 
can be awarded to them respectively. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 

Mr. Joun Sanpgrs, solicitor, died at Wandsworta on ag ee 
the age of seventy-seven. Mr. Sanders was the son of Mr. John 
solicitor, of Nottingham. He was admitted a solicitor about the year 
pe Larned og apes tend yh 4~ bh. _ — 

ee pee father with " 
H ers. On 
the ham Board of Guardians. He removed from Nottingham 
psec ae pirg Bho ny office he held for sixteen years. He 

w 

was also clerk to the Wandsworth Assessment Committee, and superin- 
tendent-registrar for the Wandsworth District. He retired from practice 
about six years ago. 

Sir Onantes Broprs Lococx, Bart, died at his residence, 22, 
Gloucester-square, on the 8th inst. Sir C. Looock was the eldest son of 
Sir Charles Locook, M.D. wer Nek mag Sk bg ~ 
death in 1875. He was educated at Trini —— He 
was called to the bar at Liuoola’s-inn in ty Term, 1853, and he 
formerly practised in the Court of Chancery. eS ee 


several years He 

1859 to the second daughter of the Rev. Thomas Pitman, vicar of East-~ 
bourne. Lady Locook about six months ago. He is succeeded in the 
baronetcy by his 
Cemetery on the 11th 
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Oumin was the eldest son of Dr. William Camin, 
educated at Balliol where he graduated third class in 
Mathematics in 1845, was to the bar at the Inner Temple in 
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Trinity Term, 1855. He formerly practired in the Oourt of Chancery, 
and he was known as the author of an excellent manual of Civil Law. 
He acted in 1858 as secretary to the Royal Commission on Education. 
He was private secretary to the late Mr. Forster when vice-president of 
the Committee of the Council on Education, and he rendered valuable 
service in the preparation of the Elementary Education Act, 1870. He 
was for some time an examiner in the Education Department, and he be- 
came an assistant-secretary in 1871, counsel to the Department in 1882, 
and secretary to the D ent in 1884. We believe that all who have 
been brought into contact with Mr. Cumin in his official capacity will 
bear testimony to the care, fair-mindedness, and ability with which he 
transacted the business of his office. Mr. Cumin was created a Civil 
Companion of the Order of the Bath in 1886. He was buried at Bromp- 
ton Cemetery on the 16th inst, 


Mr. Wri11am Warren Srrezten, C.M.G., late Ohief Justice of the 
West African Settlements, who died on the 11th inst., was the second son 
of the Rev. Thomas Henry Streeten. He was educated at Tunbridge 
School. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Trinity Term, 
1857, and he practised for several years in the Court of Chancery. He 
was Queen’s Advocate at Sierra Leone from 1874 till 1880, when he was 
appointed Chief Justice of the West African Settlements, but he retired 
from the bench in 1882. He was created a Companion of the Order of 
St. Michael and St. George in 1881. He was married in 1865 to the 
eldest daughter of Mr. Francis Nicholas Osborne, of Smithstown, Meath. 


Mr. Gzorce Francis, one of the masters of the Supreme Court, who 
died at 12, Carlton Hill, Maida Vale, on the 20th inst., was the second 
son of Mr. George Francis, of Maidstone. He was educated at Faversham 
Grammar School. He was called to the bar at Gray’s-inn in Hilary 
Term, 1850, and he formerly practised on the Home Circuit. He had for 
many years a very good junior business. He was recorder of Faversham 
from 1869 till 1873, and recorder of Canterbury from 1873 till 1883. In 
1878 he was appointed by the late Lord Chief Justice Cockburn to a 
mastership in the Queen’s Bench Division. Mr. Francis was a bencher 
of Gray’s-inn, of which society he was treasurer in 1886. 


Mr. Henry Sixciarm Curmn, solicitor and proctor, of Lichfield, died on 
the 11th inst. Mr. Chinn was admitted a solicitor in 1856, and he had 
since practised at Lichfield in partnership with Mr. Sinckler Chinn. 
Mr. Chinn was clerk to the Commissioners of Taxes for the city of Lich- 
field and warden of the Lichfield Conduit Lands Trust. He was honorary 
secretary to the Lichfield Provident Dispensary, and he held for several 
years a commission in the Lichfield Volunteer Rifle Corps. Mr. Ohinn 
was buried on the 14th inst. 


Mr. Gzorcz Hutme Haw ey, solicitor, of Longton, died on the 15th 
inst. Mr. Hawley was the son of Mr. John Hawley. He served his 
articles with Messrs, Challinor, of Leek, and he was admitted a solicitor 
in 1860, when he commenced practice at Longton in partnership with 
Mr. Edwin Clarke, and the partnership was dissolved only two years 
ago. In 1867, on the grant of a separate commission of the peace to 
Longton, he was appointed clerk to the borough magistrates. In 1871 
he was elected town clerk, and he held both offices till his death. For 
several years he represented the Potteries district on the Council of the 
a tions Association. Mr. Hawley was solicitor to the 
Mossfield Ooll Co. and an alderman in the Staffordshire County 


Sir Micuart Roserts Westnorr, Knt., formerly Ohief Justice 
of Bombay, died at Cannes on the 4th inst. in his seventy-third year. 
Sir M. Westropp was the eldest son of Captain Henry Bruen Westropp, 
7th ‘oon Guards. He was educated at Trinity College, Dublin’ 
ie was to the bar in Ireland in 1840. A few years later he 
to India, and he practised with considerable success at Bombay. 
was legal remembrancer from 1860 till 1863, and he acted on three 
as Advocate-General of Bombay. He was for a short time a 
of the Bombay lative Council, and in 1863 he was appointed 
puisne judge of the High Court. In 1870 Sir Richard Couch succeeded 

Barnes Peacock as Chief Justice of Oalcutta, and was succeeded as 
Justice of Bombay by Mr. Justice Westropp, who thereupon 
ed the honour of knighthood. He retired from the bench in 1882, 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Tuzoporz Henry Suvucxsurcu Carron, solicitor (of the firm of 
& Capron), of Oundle, has been appointed Registrar of the 

Oundle County Court (Circuit No. 35), on the resignation of his er, 
ee Edward Castel Sherard. Mr. Capron was admitted a solicitor in 


Mr. Watrzx Jacx Howett, barrister, has been appointed Private 
Secretary to the President of the Board of Trade. . Howell was 
called to the bar at the Inner Temple in November, 1886. 


Mr. Tuomas Hvpson, solicitor, of Manchester, has been ai ted 
; Town Clerk of that city. Mr. Hudson was admitted a solicitor in 


Mr. Dick Baxzr, solicitor (of the firm of Emmerson & Baker), of Deal, 
Sendwich, and Walmer, has been elected Town Olerk of the borough of 
Sand in succession to the late Mr. Thomas Lyddon Surrage, Mr. 
Baker was admitted a solicitor in 1882, 


Mr. Onanruzs Pag se Sesame, eaten, of Hull, has been 
Clerk magistrates on the resignation 
, Arthur Iveson. Mr. Shackles was admitted a solicitor in 1848, 
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Mr. Witu1am Henry Lanp, solicitor, of Halifax, has been appointed g 
Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Oourt of Judicature, 


Mr. Wiii1am Freperick AtrHonse AnrcHrsaLp, barrister, who hag 
been appointed a Master of the Supreme Court of Judicature, is the eldest 
surviving son of the late Mr. Justice Archibald. He was formerly fellow 
of St. John’s College, Oxford, where he graduated second class in Mathe. 
matics in 1868, and he was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 
Michaelmas Term, 1874. He has practised on the South-Eastern Circuit, 


Mr. Atrrep Epwarp James, M.A. (Cantab), solicitor (of the firm of 
James & James), of 23, Ely-place, Holborn-circus, has been appointed 
Commissioner for Oaths. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
DissoLvurions. 


Gzorcze Hersert Maytor and Harorp Fawssert, solicitors (Maylor& 
Fawesett), 20, Cullum-street, Fenchurch-street, London. Jan 14. 
[ Gazette, Jan. 17, 


Ounartes Tuomas Lanz, Freperic Joun Monro, and Howarp WALLAcg 
Sovrrsr, solicitors (Lane, Monro, & Soutter), 31, Queen Victoria-street, 
London. Jan. 1, 1889. So far as regards the said Charles Thomas Lane, 
who retires from the firm. [Gasette, Jan 21. 


GENERAL. 


It is stated that Mr. Justice Stephen, Mr. Baron Huddleston, and Mr. 
Justice Cave are suffering from the prevalent influenza. 


The Judicial Committee of the Privy Council resumed their sittings on 
Wednesday. Their first cause list contains eleven — for g— 
viz., from Bengal, three ; Madras, two; New South Wales, two; and the 
North-Western Provinces, Oude, Western Australia, and Victoria, one 
each. Lord Morris, the new Lord of Appeal in Ordinary, took his seat 
for the first time. 


At the Central Oriminal Court on the 17th inst. James Edward Suther- 
land, solicitor, pleaded guilty to the conversion to his own use of cheques 
amounting to over £1,000 belonging to Mr. Wm. . The accused 
acted with Mr. Beeching in the management of the estate of a gentleman 
who had died, named King, and the cheques were received by him on 
behalf of the executorsbip. He, however, cashed the cheques and ab- 
sconded with the proceeds. A number of witnesses were called to give 
the prisoner, who was well known at Plumstead, an excellent character, 
and the recorder sentenced him to eighteen months’ hard labour. 


Sir Henry James, Q.C., M.P., has addressed the following letter toa 
correspondent who drew his attention to the racent address by Judge 
Hopwood to the grand jury at Liverpool on light sentences and prison 
fl :—"* New-court, Temple, Jan. 18.—Dear Sir,—My attention has 
already been called to the charge of the Recorder of Liverpool to the 
grand jury of that city, a copy of which charge you have m good 
enough to send me. It is most satisfactory to know that a prominent 
judge is making a consistent attempt to deal with crime in accordance 
with mercy and humanity rather than by severity. Mr. Hopwood’s 
figures prove much, and I am very confident that the action of that 
gentleman will establish that even the most hardened criminals can be 
more influenced for good by being afforded opportunities of amendment 
than by receiving severe sentences now so often imposed. I know nothing 
more sadly retrogressive than the attempt now being made to alter our 
law by subjecting persons guilty of any of many different offences to 
three floggings within a short space of time. If this be sanctioned we 
shall be re-enacting torture in one of its worst forms. Evil has never been 
flogged out of man, and certainly good will never be flogged into him.” 
On the same subject Lord pooner has written the follo letter to a 
correspondent who drew his attention to Judge Hopwood’s address :—‘'I 
thank you for the paper. Without pledging myself to details, I think 
that Mr. Hopwood’s principles of punishment are certainly right.’ 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
RoTa C¥ REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 

















Date APPEAL COURT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
. No. 2. ¥. ITTY. 
Monday, Jan........ asians 27 Mr. Pemberton Mr. Carrington Mr. Jackson 
Tuesd 4 acben 28 Ward Lavie Clowes 
Pemberton Carrington Jackson 
Frterton —Gertigton Yura 
‘em m ackson 
Ward Lavie Clowes 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Nokgra. STIgLING. KEEKEWIOH, 
Monday, Jans... 27 Mr. Leach Mr. a Mr, Beal 
Weine IY  sseesscenees sesesens Teach” Farmer Boat 
ursdsy... odfrey ug 
Friday a vatteaete Leach Farmer Beal 
Saturday, Feb. Godfrey Rolt Pugh 








WABNING TO INTENDING House PuRCHASERS & LEssHES.—Before purchasing or 
Shouse have sheCaatety epengemsasemereneSs eae byan qapert 

from Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Oo., 66, late 115, Victoria-st., West- 
minster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c, —[ADVT.] 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gaszette.—FRIDAY, Jan. 17, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED In CHANCERY. 


EurreE Minne Co, Limtrep—Petn for win up, presented Jan 9, directed to 
be heard before North, J, on Jan 2% S$ Bid Jewry chmbrs, solor for 


_ 

GOLDFIELD OF APPOLONIA MininG Co, LimiTtED—Petn for winding up. presented 
Jan 16, directed to be heard before Chitty, J, on Saturday, as itchard & 
Co, Painters Hall, agents for ne Court, Liverpool, solors ye petner 

y’s GREAT INDIAN has, by an order dated 


Lirtep—Kay, J, 
— 28, appointed Charles Gece, 8, Dendwasen't bldgs, to be official liq 


MATHEW'S Patent Borer FEEDER Oo, - Kay. has, by an order 
Masted en > D, eppananes Robert Samuel — 123, "phovevate st, to be 


8 eg by an order dated Dec 

st, to be official og a 
EXTENSI LD Mrinine Oo, i erg, ER, J, has, by an 
order dated Dec 20, ap: inted Ernest Henry Collins, 194, to be 
ed ba pe od tors are ——_ on Ce before Feb 5, =o their 


dresses, and the Pp ebts or above 
Tuesday, Feb 18, at 12, is appo’ “ry for Kd and toting upon the 


on usr ‘Mansi Tron Co, —Creditors are required, on or before + 
8. to send their names and addresses, and the culars of their debts, to 
William Barclay Peat, 3, Lothbury, and Ro: Exchange, Middlesborough 
& Cochrane, Mi Midal eaborongee solors for liquidator 
NS, LIMITED— for yas up, Wepeetes 2 Jan 14, directed 
before” ve J, a “‘“taiee, 2 an 25> Munns & Longden, Old 
Jewry, solors for petn 


omnes PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Exziotr OLNEY & Co, LimiTep —Petn for winding up p, yoesgnted Sen, Jan 15, ane 
to be heard before the Vice-Chancellor, at the A Strangewa 
Manchester, on Monday, Jan 27, at 10.30 Addleshaw & Warburton, | te 
ter, solors for petner 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

Poor Man’s FRIEND LopGE, No 11 Independent Order of oni, eens 

hampton Unity, Reindeer Inn, Oakeywell st, Deter. \ Worcester 
SUSPENDED FOR 

Loyal SPRING OF PROVIDENCE LODGE, Black lion ‘ton, » Chapel st, Salford, Man- 

chester Jan 13 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Jan. 21, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN Bg acre 
DusuaM Sat Co, LiwrreD—Chitt; ity J by an order dated Nov om appointed 
Villeroy Corney Doubleday, 37, aie! to be official liquida' 
OPERA, rt for winding w , presented Jan 18, a 
fh na Kay, J,onFeb1 Boxall & oxall, Chancery yee ae eee 4 
ATENT LATH, SPLINT. ay see aos SYNDICATE ‘etn for oe &, 
eee Jan eee heard = te J,on Saturday, Feb rT unns 
ELongden . Ola \ Sever. aba for petner 
IMITED—Stirling, J, has, by an ereee dated Jan ” ap- 
voiutea Wi dens Thomas Os Ogden, 6A, ‘Austinfriars, to be official liquidato: 
ILLIS’S i y, J, has fixed Friday, Jan aie at 12, "at his 
chambers, fort the appointment of an official liquidator 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
LYMPSIONE PROVIDENT Society, Schoolroom, Lympstone, Exeter Jan 16 











CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY, 
Last Day OF CLAIM, 
nate Gazette.~TUESDAY, Jan. 21. 


Frogmore, To: Feb 22. Wright v Tugwell 
illcocks, Volloge Bil . 


ROBINSON, a? -<t— 
North, J. Didone 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day OF CLAIM. 


London Gaszette,—TUESDAY, Jan. 14. 
ALCOCK, CHARLOTTE, Kidderminster. Feb 28. ‘Talbot, Kidderminster 
ALMOND, ~B. e Darwen, Lancs, Paper Manufacturer. Feb 28. Hindle, 
Bamstow. ‘Taxes, Hebden Bridge, Yorks, Corn Miller. March 1. Sutcliffes, 


Hebden Bridge 
BakLow, ELIZABEEE, Whitchurch, Salop. Feb 15. Etches, Whitchurch 


Buavuown, Tuomas, Heaton Chapel, nr Manchester. Feb 28. Walley, Man- 
es) 
Buuupy, WILttAM, Cottingham, Yorks, Gent. Feb 14. T. & A, Priestman, 


BUSHNELL, JOHN Hext, Cheltenham, Olerk ia Holy Orders, Feb 26, Wood & 
Oo, Haymond bdgs, Gray's inn 
Sorta, Jose are, Ou Oo alto st, Chancery lane, Law Stationer. March 4. Nicholls, 
coln’s inn fi 
OHAMBLEY, JONATHAN, Dobcross, Saddleworth, Yorks, Woollen Manufacturer. 
Feb 22. Bradbury, Ashton under Lyne and Saddieworth 
E, Coe, Altrincham, Ohester. Feb 15. Oave & Laycock, 


Chiven, AURELIA HENRIETTA, Carshalton, Surrey. Feb 9. M’Olellan, Bedford 


iw 
Croom, Mary, Exeter, Feb 13. Alderton, Edgware rd 


Dayipson, EDWARD, Tudor Housa, iandevorth. Retired Major General of 
Royal Engineers. Feb8. Francis & Johnson, A’ friars 
Droxiysow JouN Henny Bbefeld, Table Knife Blade Manufacturer. March 


RowAnbs, 3 Rowan, Boterell Hayes, Oanal Boatman. Jan 20. Davis, Basing- 
Forstsr, Gzoncx, Sheffield, Pawnbroker. Feb 22. Taylor, Sheffield 

Gate, Jamus, Margate, Gent, Feb 1. Boys, Margato 

Gusu, WiLL1aM, Malden, Surrey, Gent. Feb 14, Gush & Co, Finsbury cirous 
Hiuwenstxy, Georax, Leek, Staffs, Gent, Feb 28. Walley, Manchester 

Hoop, Exiza Hoop Jacomn, Lee, Kent, Feb 22, Stretton & Co, Cornhill 





LANAGAN, ALFRED, Lallat, Victoria, Farmer. Febi7. Ravenscroft & Co, John 
Bedford row 
Lggs, JonN THomas, Fallowfield, nr Manchester, Butcher. Feb14. Simpson, 


ee ~y = mampanen Bas ARET Maki, Boulogne sur Mer, France. Febi7. Blount & 
Arun 
Matruews. James, Yealand Conyers, Lancs, Esq,M.D. Jan25. Sharp & Son, 


a Seam, Russell rd, Kensington. Feb 20. Pattison & Co, Queen 


ria st 
MILNE, CHARLES, Tonbridge, Kent, Esq. Feb 8. Milne & Milne, Clement’s inn 
Minne, EpMunp, Newhey, nr Rochdale, Gent. Jan 31. Stott & Co, Rochdale 
cone, lifes, odin Lydgate, nr Todmorden, Tea Dealer. Feb 26. Eastwoods & 
jutcliffes 


Mokraan, Ruts, Black: friars rd, Southwark. Feb20. Palmer, Queen Victoria st 
Mor, Wii114m, Brockley, Kent, Gent. Febi7. Saw & Son, Queen Victoria st 
Rosrnson, Sorputs, St Bartholomew rd, Camden Town. Feb 20. Phelps & Co, 


Rosson, Davip, Hutton, Yorks, Yeoman, Feb 20. Sutcliffe & Sutcliffe, Driffield 
ae, ees, See, Lancs, Olerk to the Highway Board. Feb 15, 
Tare, Cuaztas, Kirk Langley, Derby, Butcher. Feb25. J, & H. F. Gadsby 
7 _EREDERICE Vernon, New Bond st, Esq. Febi?. Fladgates, 
UNDERWOOD, JOHN, Norwich, Gent. Febi. Preston & Son, Norwich 


VERNER, Py a Coz, St Petersb' Bayswater, Jan20. Robin- 
mall, Mitre ct ct chbrs, Teenie < — 


son & Turnb 
WapbsworTH, THOMAS, Mar BL Greenhalgh & Cannon, Bolton 


WEBSTER, JOHN MICHAEL, poco Victor Hi Paris, Gent. Mari5. Dixon 
& Co, Bedford row, agents for Sewell, Pago 
London Gazette.—F BIDAY, Jan. 17. 
Batt, GxoRGE, Croydon, Surrey, Beerseller. Feb7. Colyer, Wych st, Strand 


BaRratt, CATHERINE Mary, Brathay Bank, nr Ambleside, Lancs. March 1. 
ane Se Manchester 
Brathay Bank, nr Ambleside, Lancs, Esq. Marchi. Grundy & 


BRewaTsR, Rev. WALDEGRAVE, Middleton, Lanes, Clerk. Feb 23. Kingsford & 
Co, Essex st, Strand 
BRowNn, JAMES, Bath, Coachbuilder. Marchi. Bartlett, Bath 
CouURTENAY, JAMES, Leeds, Printer. Feb 22. Simpeon, Leeds 
Cowgn, Saran, Workington, Cumberland. Jan 31. Birkett, Workington 
EDRIDGE, Meine pd Henry, Plaistow, Essex, Grocer. Feb 22. Wilson & Son, 
ae ~~ am Eiza, Rolleston, Staffs. Feb i4. Artindale & Southern, 
le 
FIgqp. TRLFORD, Woolstone, Southampton, Gent. March 1. Wilson & Son, 
Foat, ST&PHEN, ; a Grocer. Feb 28. Mowll & Mowll, Dover 
ALEXANDER, Newcastle upon e, Lead Manufacturer. March 
1. Stanton & ‘Atkinson, Newcastle 
ALEXANDER CHABLES, Sturry st, rd, Lighterman. Feb 28. 
WILLIAM, Queen Anne’s Mansions, St James's Park, 
O'Donoghue & Anson, Bristol ane 
th. March 11. Stone & Co, Bath 
Hisreerape, NIcHOLAS HERMANN, Bradford, Merchant. March 31. Atkinson, 
Hopason, James, Addingham, Yorks, Farmer. Febi2, Fawcett & Oo, Shipley 
an 
HUNDLEY, JOSEPH, Hereford, Gent. Febi7. Wallis, Hereford 
Hurt, Jonny, Oldham, Corn Miller. Marchi. Rowbotham, Oldham 
JOHNSON, x Sheffield, formerly Razor Manufacturer. Feb 14. Younge & 
Jones, EDWARD AZER, Kingsland rd, Surgeon. Feb 24. Davies, Chancery lane 
Kay, THomas HarpMan, Walton, nr Liverpool, Ship’s Steward. Feb 24. 
by rg AH Cameron, Live’ 
Kemp, Isaac, Dover, Licensed Vic er. Feb 28. Mowll & Mowill, Dover 
Krek, JOHN, Sheffield, Merchant. Feb1, Denton, Sheffield 
— Wages Bent, Conteten, ur Pontefract, Esq. Marchi. Wilson & 
LOXLEY, GEORGE Wan, Cobham, Surrey, Farmer. March 15. Cann & Son, 
MIra30ay, | Winnant, Leicester, Architect. March 1. Berridge & Miles, 
Nov, — Wellesley rd, Gunnersbury. March 25. Hamlin & Co, Fleet st 
Pasooz, THomas, Sithney, Cornwall, Farmer. Feb ii, Daniell & Thomas, Cam- 
borne 
ee GroRGE FRANcIs, Gloucester, Gent. Marchi. Haines & Sumner, 
Rursm, | a, Newcastle upon Tyne, Brass Founder. Feb 28. Watson & 
a le = “Tyne 
sapowicr, Gxone Stratford, Essex, Solicitor. Feb 28, Sharman, 
Snow, JOHN PENNELL. Melton Lines, Clerk ia H Orders. Feb 22. 
Kingsford & Co, Essex st, pd 
SoLiy, MARY, Gauden rd, Tk cong March 2%. Hicks, Bedford row 
Sroko0e, JouN, Hexham, Northumberland, Gent. Feb7. Kirsopp, Hexham 
VICKERMAN, JONATHAN, Manaton rd, Peckham Rye, Gent, Febi. Storey & 


WALEER, pases SauseNE, Hove, Brighton. March 6 Waltons & Oo, 
badeeer ~~) Tosmra,. Rochdale, Warehouseman, Feb 21. Standring & Oo, Roch- 
Wuirmort, Exiza, Gordon rd, Ealing. Feb 18. Webber & Duncan, Furnival’s inn 
Tey, Soe [ayuem, Cowley rd, Brixton, Barrister at Law. Marth 16, Hand, 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


London Gasetie—F RmDay, Jan. 17. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


APPLEGATE, ‘THOMAS Wiutt1AM, Wood Norton 
io olk, Farmer Norwich Pet Jan 15 Ord 


15 
ASLETT, JOHN, Stroud Green rd, Finsbury px. 
—_ —— High Court Pet Jan 15° Ord 


poe Joun, Artillery lane, Bemegngete st 
High Court Pet Dec20 Ord Jan 
BowEN, JOHN EBENEZER, d Wells, 
_—— Grocer Carmarthen Pet an ii Ord 
Bryant, Tuomas, Frome, Somerset, . ‘re 
Victualler Frome Pet Jan 15 Ord Jan 
, WILLIAM RicaARD, Exeter, Smith , 
pa. Jan ts Or 18 vag Jan 13 
poy South st, Thurloe sq, late 
~— Gaptatn - in the Militia High Court Pet Jan 13 
Jan 
CRUNDEN, FREDERICK JAMES, Churchfield rd, Acton 
+ ee m Dealer Brentford Pet Jan 9 Ord 
an 
Ds ArTOLA, JOSE MaAriA, JORGE DE ARTOLA, 
Ramon DE ARTOLA, FRANCISCO DE ARTOLA, and 
ANIEL DE ARTOLA, Austin friars, Merchants 
High Court Pet Jan2 Ord Jan 14 
Francis, Henry, Landore, nr Swansea, Joiner 
Swansea Pet Jen15 Ord Jan 15 
FuGE, AUGUSTA SOPHIA, poe all late Lodging 
House Keeper Liverpool Pet Jan 15 Ord 
Jaa 15 
FupngAvUx, JOHN RicHarp, Blandford, Dorset, 
Ironmonger Dorchester PetJani5 Ord Jani5 
GAMBLIN, WALTER WILLIAM, Kingston, eee 
Farmer Taunton Pet Jani5 OrdJani 
GaTTER, JOHN WILLIAM, Bennerley rd, | 
common, as Buyer Wandsworth Pet 
Jan 14 Ord Jan 14 
Gray, ANN, Middlesborough, late Lodging House 
K *Middlesborough Pet Jani Ord Jan 14 
Gunn, WiLL14M, Birmingham, r ruiterer Birming- 
ham PetJani5 Ord Jani 
Guy, RoBERT C., Stroud, Glos, Tailor Gloucester 
on 13 Ord Jan 14 
UIsA, Gower st, Board- 


CH, Emity HARRIET LOUIS 
~~ Keeper High Court PetJanii Ord 


ng, 11 
Howakgpd, Ernxst, Nottingham, Corn Merchant’s 
Traveller Nottingham PetJani3 Ord Jan 13 
IgRwin, WILLIAM ENNY, Manchester, Grocer 
chester Pet Dec 30 Ord Jan 13 
JOHN, ANNE, Pontypridd, Glam, formerly Grocer 
Pontypridd PetJan 14 Ord Jan1i4 
ges cis AuGuUsTUS, Maidenhead, poe, 
cito: bah Jk = Dec 30 Ord Jan1 
ae, Hamer Lockwood, hie. 
field, Painter Hudderstield Pet Jan 14 Ord 


* sam, Waltham Groat, pam Smith 
Edmonton PetJani5 OrdJ 
Law, ai Ord Jan 15 Baker a Pet Dec 


Lun.” WILLIAM, Horton, - jarnecte Clothier Bradford 
Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 
Bishop Auckland, Durham, Cos- 
urham PetJani3 Ord Jan 13 
HENRY Marsa, Mitcheldean, Glos, Innkeeper 
Gloucester Pet Jan2 Ord Jan 15 
Walter, Frome, Bomerset, peethouse 
keeper Frome PetJani4 Ord J 
M Wr11u4M ROBERT, and joan WILLIAM 
Borobridge, Yorks, Fishmongers York 
Pot dan is Orden 1 
NEWTON, ARTHUR GEORGE Mart, Gt Tower st, Mer- 
chant High Court Pet Deci1 Ord Jan 15 
Prrry, Henry, Queen st, Cannon st, Commercial 
Clerk h Court Pet Jani4. Ord Jan 14 
PICKERING, 2 , Bloomsbury st, Commission Agent 
Pet Deci6 Ord Jan 15 
Porrer, J ri Hoddesdon, Herts, = Manufacturer 
Hertford Pet Novi4 OrdJan1 
Row .inson, GzorGe, Knutsford, Cheshire, Green- 
grocer Manchester Pet Jan 14 Ord Jan 14 
SocHor, Moses, Wentworth st, Whitechapel, Egg 
Merchant High Court PetJani8 OrdJan 14 
UTHALL, THOMAS, West peqeewish. Baker West 
Bromwich Pet Jani3 Ord Jan 1 
, WILLIAM JOHN, Milton Aad Gravesend, 
Mineral Water Manufacturer Rochester Pet 
Jani4 Ord Jan 14 
WHITAKER, Myezns, Saltaire, nr Shipley, sean, 
Woolsorter “Bradford Pet Jani4 Ord Jan 1 
WRIGLbY, SAMUEL, O) » Stonemason Oldham 
Pet Jan 14 Ord Jan 14 
Younc, GrorGE Wu11amM. Tunbridge Wells, 
ae yao Tunbridge Wells Pet Jan 13 
rd Jan 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
AREWRIGHT, WILLIAM THOMAS, Blackburn, Stone- 
mason yen Mat? County Court house, Black- 


BARNSLBY, BARZILLAI, West Bromwich, Haulier 
Jan 27 at-10.30 County Court, West Bromwich 

Bastow, LioNEL CHARLES, Newark upon Trent, 
late Brewer Jan 2% at ii Off Rec, St Peter’s 


BECK, ereford, Watchmaker Jan 
8tati0 2, Offa 2, Offa sty Hereford 
w CHARD, Exeter, Smith Jan 27 
at10 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 
GRIFFITHS, HENRY EDWARD Joun, Armley, Leeds, 
one business Jan 27 at 12 Off Rec, 22, Park 


Hatt, r OHARLES, Ranelagh 14, Wood Green, Omnibus 





Dee a, 27 at 11 16 Room, 30 and 31, St 

Haars James, Gravesend, Musical Instrument Dealer 
Feb 8 at 11,30 Off Rec, h st, Rochester 

Hast, THomas, Gt Malvern Draper Jan 27 at 11 


Bankruptcy bldgs, Lin sinn 
ERSON, HARRY A., formerly Oo Soutien st 
Jan 28 at12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s ii 
Huauss, RICHARD ERNEST, Birsingham. Painter 
Jan 28 ati11_ 25, Colmore’ row, Birmingham 
cs JoHN HENRY, Bedford Journeyas an Fish- 
monger Jan 27 at 10.30 8, Bt Paul's sa, 8d, “Bedford 
JOUGHIN, ae EDWAED, ood, Huddersfield. 
Painter Jan 28 at 3 Bais & Son, New st, 
Huddersfield 
LANCAST£R, THOMAS, Leeds, Clothier Jan 28 at 3 
Off , 22, Park po inl ‘Leeds 
ton Norris, Lancs, Common 
Carrier Jan 24 ‘at 11.30 Off Ree, Oounty chmbrs, 
Market pl, Stockport 
Lez, Wr11aM, Bradford, Clothier Jaa 27 at 11 
on Ree, 31, Manor row, Bradfor 
LESTER, HENRY, Bow In, General "Merchant Jan 30 
at1l1 33, Carey st, Lincoln’ ~~ 
Lona, JoHN Barton, Wiuchester, Manager to a 
—— Jan 27 at 4 Black lt Hotel, Win- 


ches 

Lyon, Wears Sm1on, Fulham ri, Auctioneer Jan 

29at11 Bankruptcy bldgs. Lincoln's inn fields 

MasuanG. ELEANOR, Caister-next-Great Yarmouth, 
Late Fishing Boat Owner Feb 7 at 10.15 Blake, 
South Quay, Gt Yarmouth 

Moonsty, JoHN, Leeds, formerly Clerk io the 
Leeds Borough Engineers’ Office Jan 27 at 11 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Morrsy, Moszs, Northiam, Sussex, Former Jon 27 
at12.30 Young & Son, Bank bldg: gs, Has 

MOkERIS, FREDERICK_ERNEST petson, os Putor 
Jan24at11 16, Wood st, Bolto: 

MustTitn, WILLIAM ROBERT, —~ JOHN WILLIAM 
ee Borobridge, Yorks, Fishmongers Jan 28 
ati2 Off Rec, York 

Roserts, RicHARD RopERICK, Lianberis, Carn, 
wee Jan 24 at 2.30 Off Rec, Crypt chbrs, 

ester 

ROBERTSON, DUNCAN, Pembroke Dock, Bootmaker 
Feb 3 at 2.16 Temperance Hall, Pembroke Dock 

Srmpson, ALEXANDER, Queen’s rd, Peckham, no 
oceupation Jan 31 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Somers, LAURIE, Brighton, Club Proprietor Jan 24 
att2 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s inn fields 

a, THOMAS WILLIAM, Bufferland, Pembroke 

k, Dra a Feb 3 at "9, 30 Temperance Hall, 


baggy A 
UFFIELD, Birmiogham, Milliner Jan 27 at 
wae Chief Ot = 2 33, Carey st_Lincoln’s inn 
PHER EDWARD, Kentish Town rd, 
“choolmaster Jan 30 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lin- 
coln’s inn 
TURNER, WILLIAM JOHN, Milton next Gravesend, 
Mineral Water Manufacturer Feb 3 at 12,30 
Off Rec, Hie, 5 st, Rochester 
WAGHORN, HENRY, ey Wells, 
Lodging House Keeper Jan 28 at 2.30 Spencer 
& Reeve, Mount Pleasant, Tunbridge W: 
WAKEFIELD, WILLIAM, Folkestone, General Carrier 
Jan 24 at 12.30 73, Sandgate rd, Folkestone 
WESTOVER, MARIA, Lewisham, Kent, eae Jan 24 
ati2 119, —— st, Wes 
WHITAKER, Saltaire, ur Shipley, Yorks, 
Wool nag a4 98 at 11 Off Rec, 31, Manor 
row, Bradford 
WILLIAMS, OWEN, Menai Bridge, Snglerey: Builder 
Jan 27 at 12.15 aad 6 Head Ca 


Wyatt, W E, Globe st, Great Dover st, ster 
Manufacturer Jan 80 at 12 33, Carey st, Lin- 
coln’s inn 


The following amended notice is substituted for that 
atanyy in the London Gazette of Jan 7. 


MARSHALL BERT EDWARD, Nuneaton, Warwick- 
shire, Ha Boltcitor Jan 24at12 Off Rec, 17, Hert- 
ford st, Coventry 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


APriBasee, THoMAS WILLIAM, Wood Norton, Nor- 
folk, Farmer Norwich Pet Jan 15 Ord Jan 15 

AREWRIGHT, WILLIAM THOMAS, Blackburn, Stone- 
mason Blackburn PetJani0 Ord Jan 14 

BooTtH, WILLIAM ALFRED, Glossop, Derbyshire, 
Manufacturer Ashton under Lyne and Staly- 
bridge Pet Nov21 Ord Dec 19 

BoxaLL, THOMAS CHARLES, Bouthsee, Grocer Ports- 
mouth Pet Dec17 (rd 

Bray, FREDERICE, Goldsmith "gas, Acton, Builder 
Brentford Pet Jans Ord 

Bryant, THomas, Frome, Somerset, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Frome Pet Jani5 Ord Jan 15 
HARLES, WILLIAM RICHARD, Exeter, Sinith Exeter 
Pet Jani3 Ord Jan 13 

CRUNDEN, FREDERICK JAMES, Churchfield rd, Acton, 
ch 4 ga Dealer Brentford Pet Jan 9 Ord 


DAvigs, SAMUEL EDWARD JOHN, and THomas Rotr- 
LISTON. Swansea, Plumbers Swansea Pet Nov 
12 Ord Nov 16 

FLOWER, a JOHN WILLIAM SAUNDERS, Kinson 
Dorset, House Painter Poole Pet Dec 18 Ord 
ani 

Francis, Henry, Landore, nr Swansea, Joiocer 
Swansea PetJani5 Ord Jan 15 

Fuaz, AuGusta SOPHIA, p nad tmenk Lodsing house 
Keeper Liverpool PetJani5 Ord J 

FURNEAUX, JOHN RICHARD, Blandford, , 
peamenaet Dorchester Pet Jan 15 


GaTTER, JOHN WILLIAM, Bennerley 7 
Common, formerly buyer at Messrs Ha: 
& Oo Wandswo h PetJani4 Ord 


at 





Clapham 
yee Candy, 





GoLDING, JOHN PorcH, Handsworth, nr Birmingham 
Gent B Ord Jan 14° 
Gray, ANN, Middlesbo h, late Lodgi: 
Keeper Middlesboro Pet Jan 1 nt Ord tent Jan 14 
GREEN, Many Louisa, gbaston, Warwi 
Dairy Produce Saleswoman Birmingham 
Janii Ord Jani4 
Hamsrooxk, RicHarD. Chisleti ee, Fa ;ant, late Farmer 


ae > ¥ Harriet Lovis 4 st, 
ing h aouse Secper High Court Pet Jan it Org 


Jan 
Howanp, Exgnest, Nottingham, Merchant’s Tray: 
Nottingham PetJan13 Ord Jan 13 eller 
HUGHES, CHARD ERNEST, nt Painter 
ph wy | Pet Jani Ord Jan 13 
Inwin, WILLIAM KENNY, ionmenser, Grocer Man. 
x Pet Dec 3) Ord Jan 
Pontypridd. Glam, Semnety Grocer 
Pet Jani3 OrdJd 
amEs, Waltham Gross, ‘Herts, Smith 
Edmonton Pet Jan9 Ord Jan 
LEE, HENRY, oe ate Publican 
Sheffield” Pet Nov 22 Ord Jan 
, HENRY, Sheffield, Steel Roller Sheffield Pet 
Nov 22 Ord Jan 14 


Mokreris, Riowarp, Gloucester, Oabinet Manufac. 
pay ty Manager Gloucester Pet Dec 31 On 


MusTiItL, WILLIAM Pe: and JOHN WILtux 
Hirt, Borobri . Fishmongers York 
Pet Jan 15 Ord 


Perry, HENRY, ome on Cannon st, Commercial 
Clerk High Court PetJani4 Ord Jan 14 
REYNOLDS, ARTHUR, Warwick, coat Merchant War- 
wick Pet Dec17 Ord Jan 1 

ROBERTSON, DUNCAN, pb eg Dock, Boot Manu- 
facturer ——_ Dock PetJan7 Ord Janu 

ROWLINSON, GEORGE, Knutsford, Cheshire, Green- 
groces Be a Pet Jan 14 Ord Jan 15 

ses yh ALTER, me, Speman, Cattle Dealer Sheffield 

e 

SocHor, Mosxs Wentworth st, Whitecha spel, Egg 
Merchant High Court Pet Jan13 Ord Jani 

SomEss, ener tightoa, Club Proprietor 4 
ton Ord Jan 15 Receiving order made 
section 108 

STEPHENS, THOMAS WILLIAM, Bufferland —— 
ee. Draper Pembroke Dock Pet Dec 
an 

Topp, WILLIAM HuRFORD, Gladstone avenue, Noel 
~~ > 5 gamed Surgeon Edmonton Pet Dec 

rd Jan 1 

TURNER, WILLIAM JOHN, Milton next Gravesend, 
Mineral Water Manufacturer Rochester Pet 
Jan1t4 Ord Jan 14 

WaAGHORN, WitttamM Henry, Tunbridge we, 
Lod house Keeper Tunbrid ge Wells Pet 
Jané6é Ord Jan 11 

WALSWORTH, iene WILLIAM, and GEORGE Srpicx- 
LAND, » Boot Dealers Portsmouth Pet 
e218 17 Ord Jan2 

nr Shipley, vam 


MyYERrs, Saltaire, 
Ww = Woolsorter Bradford Pot San 14 Ord Jan i 
CHARD, Oswestry, 0} asenet 
“Refreshment House Wrexham Bet Dec 31 Ord 


Waseans, SAMUEL, Oldham, Stonemason Oldham 
Pet Jan 13 Ord Jan 14 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Jan. 21. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ALLEN, JOHN, and JAMES FI1ToN, peg wood, Lanes, 
Carriers Bolton Pet Jan4 
a CHARLES FRANELIN, Old Beene st, Clerk 
h Court Pet Jani5 Ord Jan 1t 
a JOHN Wagan. is, Syston, Leics 
Maker etdanis Ord Jas 


e 

BRouGH, WILLIAM, Manchester, Wheelwright Man- 
chester Pet Jan18 Ord Jani 

BROWNBIDGE, JAMBS, an Sion, HENRICE, Bir- 
ming Yactors Birmingham Pet he 16 
Ord Jan 16 


Cock, WILLIAM, Standon, Herts, Farmer Hertford 
Pet Jan15 Ord Jan 15 
Ha pytn, Devon, Labourer Exeter 


Pet Jani7 Ord Jan 
THA LOUISA, Highweek, pore late 

Innkeeper "oer Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 1 

DOOTSON, SAMUEL, Bolton, Joiner Bolton Pet Jan 
16 Ord Jan 16 

ayaa, WItt1AM, Gt Lever, nr Bolton, Builder 
Bolton Pet Janié Ord Jan 16 

om. > RY Oa, Oyranane AUGUSTIN 

AUNTLETT 


Bish te st Within, Tea D casa ™ Bich Const 
opsgate 8 tl ‘ea Dealers 0 
PetJani7 Ord Jani 
Gonpene ARTHUR ED DWAR, jeruie late Farmer 
pswich Pet Jan 16 OrdJan 1 
a, GEORGE, Nas8au st, Mortim er st, Com- 
parent Trev eller High Court Pet ‘Oct 19 Ord 


sacs "Est uthwick de pk, Widow 
h Gourt Pet Jan 3 ed Fane = 


ssn tn ewport, Mon, late Outfitter 
Newport my BA fod 
James, Davin, Fis! near, Pembs p Marinas Pem- 
broke Dock Pet 16 Ord Jan 
N, FREDERICK HARVEY, Ipswich, Baker Ipswich 
‘Pet‘Ja Jan i 17 £4 Jan17 
, Knightebridge 
oO 


“anager of Gof mame Hawi, High rd Court Pet 


Malmo ‘ino Pen Liande Anglesey; 
Fist Merchant Benson pet Jenis’ Ord Jan i 

















1896, | 
——==ss 
irmingham 


i 
: ‘Ord Jean Jan 4 


a Pet 
te Farmer 


st, Board. 
fan it Ord 


'S Traveller 
n, Painter 
ocer Man, 
rly Grocer 
‘ts, Smith 

Publican 
field Pet 
Beerhouse 


‘Menuias 
c 31 Ord 


WIttmx 
ers York 





ommercial 
in 14 
ant War. 


»0t Manu- 
Ord Jan 4 


Pembroke 
2c 30 Ord 
nue, Noel 

Pet Dec 


Tavesend, 
ster Pet 


e Wells, 
Fells Pet 
E STBICK- 
uth Pet 


Yor 
’ Jan ry 
of 


anager 
xc 31 Ord 
Oldham 


i, Lanes, 

] 

st, Clerk 
Sausage 

rd Jan 18 

‘meee: 

tht Man- 


ICE, Bir- 
; Jan 16 


Hertford 
r Exeter 
von, late 

nb 16 
Pet Jan 
, Builder 
UGUSTIN 
"HERLEY, 
gh Court 
Farmer 
it, Com- 
rd 


, Widow 
ut fitter 
r Pem- 
Ipswich 


abrid 
Pet Jau 


pglesey, 
iJon 16 
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——— 
GrorGcE Henry, Bristol, 1 emcees 
Maviork "Bristol Pet Jani8 Ord Jan 


Mayo, THoMas, DOvenney, Builder Corediey Pet 
Jani5 Ord Jan 

MOSLEY, THOMAS, Macclesfield, yuk Deke Maccles- 
field peo S 15 ety 

OAKEY, FREDERI nape, & Bon, Clothier New- 
port Pet Jan 1 18 "Or 

P. JAMES. Rock Cheshire Monumental 

., Birkerhoad et Jan 16 Ord Jan 16 
POWELL, JAMES, Ware. Hertfordehiee, 


Hertford Pet Janié Ord Jan 
Raman, Mane, Srockicy Kent, Builder Greenwich 
19 
RosIsson, eos Henry, Leeds, Dyer Leeds Pet 
1 an 1 
Breene* epwuND. Oheltenham, Butcher Chelten- 
SoHAF pt 4, aaa ag 4 church st High 
ER, Tm11aM. Fen 8 
Court oi Nov ‘ Ord —_ an 
SLOCOMBE, HENRY, Grove terr, 
Clerk ‘High Court Pet oer 18 Ord 
§raceY, JANE, Nether Stowey, ——— Victualler 
Wells Pet Janié¢ Ord Jan 
THoMAS, ALFRED JOHN, Gheitenham, Baker Chelten- 
ham PetJani5 Ord Jan 16 
Wares, , SAMUE aoe I i See, Gilder Bradford Pet 
16 an 1 
ALKER, THOMAS, ae Barnet, Herts, Baker Barnet 
Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 16 
WriiaMs, CHARLES, Ruabon, Denbighshire, 
Labourer Wrexham Pet Jani8 Ord Jan 18 
WREN, Rochester, Licen Victualler 
_ "Pet Jani17 Ord Jan 17 


The following amended notice is ny 5 for that 
published in the London Gazette of Dec 13. 
Rose Mrtprep, and OLARA AGNES 


om, 
Dealers Liverpool Pet 


OOLLINGS, Bootle, one 
Nov 30 Ord Dec1 


The to ihe pres notice is substit: aus for that 
ublished in the London Gazette of Jan 3. 
crag GEORGE JAMES FREWIN, High A Chiswick, 
yeaa Brentford ‘Pet Dec 31 Ord 
ec 3 


The following amended notice is substituted for 
that published in the London Gazette of Jan. 17, 
ar Gnroras, Knutsford, Cheshire, Green- 
‘Manchester Pet Jan14 Ord Jan 14 


o RECEIVING ORDER RESOINDED. 
Lawton, E A, Great Crosby, Cotton Broker Liver- 
pool Ord Feb 22, 1889 Resc Jan 3, 1899 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ALLEN, JOHN, and James Fitton, He wood, Lancs, 
Carriers Jan 31 at 11.30 16, Wi st, Bolton 
AUsTEN, THOMAS CALTON, Sarason’ Head i Kent, Farmer 
Jan 28 at3 The Sarace Hotel, Ashford 
BRANDON, JOHN, Luton, Beds, Greengrocer Jan 30 
ati1 Off jae Luton 
BRYANT, Frome, Somerset, Licensed 
Viteclior Feb 4at 12.30 Angel Hotel, Frome 
CK, WILLIAM, Leighton grove, Kentish Town, 
Commercial Traveller Feb 4at 12 33, Oarey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 
Cots, JosEPH, Halberton, Devon, Lahouses Jan 31 
atil Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Ex 
JOSEPH “ALBION, Houndediteh, ‘Wholesale 
Clothier Jan 31 at 11 33, Oarey st, Lincoln’s 


inn 

DAVIES, JOSEPH, Ferndale, fm. Builder Jan 30 at 
12 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfi 

DENLEY, MARTHA Louisa, tts, Devon, la 
Innkee a om 30 at 10 Off Ree, 13, Beatord 

—y 
m, BAMUBI, Bolton, Joiner Jan 30 ati1 16, 
Wood st, Bolton 

DucKWoRTH, WALTER HINDIE, Blackburn, Timber 
Merenant Jan 28 at 2.45 County Court ae 
Blackburn 

LE, WILLIAM, Gt coven, nr Bolton Builder 
Jan 80 at 3 16, Wood st, Bolton 

Francis, Henry, Landore. nr ‘Swansea, Joiner Jan 
80at11 Off Rec, 97, Oxford st, Swansea 

Fuas, Avausta SOPHIA, Southport, late Lodging 
house Keeper Jan 30at3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria 
st, Liverpool 

FURNEAUX, JOHN RICHARD, oe Iron- 
monger Jan 29at1 Off Rec, Sa 

GREWwoocK, James, Blaby, Leics, out o je ey 

Ha Jan 29 at 12.8) ‘Of gt = ay 
AYNES, ¥ ORANE, Brackley, N: iahampton- 
shire, Mineral Water Manufacturer ¥eb 1 at 11.30 
1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 

Heatuer, RICHARD JOHN, Coste. a Long acre, 
Licensed ‘Vic Victualler Feb 4 at 11 33, Uarey st, 

ore) , 

Howakrp, + Nottingham, Corn Merchant's 
Traveller Jan 28 at11 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church 
walk, Nottingham 

HOWLETT, WALKER, Hill st, Peckham, Sangeen) 's As- 
sistant Jan 31 wt 2.90 33, Oarey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Huae: oo RICHARD, Sparsholt Crouch 


vai 
, Basingtoke. ante, Olerk in = 
Orders ‘Jan'8i at 3 Chamber of Commerce, 1 


cA, and THomas HENRY 
Bawiern, 1 oq tchetts a ee ee 
a coln’ 
LETHBRIDGE, W., Hove, Sussex »Gent Jan 29 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 


LOVELL, ROBERT, York pl, St George’s in the East, 





Boot Manufacturer Jn 2 ob = ammo 


bahon, Drceuanl oh, Ltpocta’s 
WALTER, ay "an Carpenter 
Jan 30 at 11.30 Off Rec, 
Marrock, Wautser, Frome, Bosshoune 
Keeper Feb 4.ati2? Angel Hote! 
‘Leeds, ler Jon mae te Off 


Murray, JOHN 

Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Mecpeenae D., Picosdilly, “Tailor Jan 29 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bidgs, st, Lincoln’s inn 


PARKER, WILLIAM GEE, High Holborn, Frotogra her 
Jan 29 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, P 
ge tgs fields 


Pare, J. Ferry, Cheshire, Monumental 
Mason Yan'39 at 2.30" Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, 
PaRkY, Oarnarv. Grocer 
eA ry gg ret 
mE ee Master Mariner Jan 29 


30 Off Victoria 
a yt 
Gt Jan 29 at 11 Off sha 


8, Haven st, Gt Grimeby 
oa, "San 8 at 2.80 C Off To, Ondeu's okinten, 


ft Butcher Jan 28 at 
— ~ Cheltenham, r Jan 2a 
—, Shop Manager, 


Srpson, JOHN 7pm, 
urre, FREDSRION, -y a+ 3 
ULTER, 
“"Geoen Victoria st. Mantle ees Feb4 
at li a A pecy bldgs, Lincoln’s 
Sracey, J ere YY +] Licensed 
Victualler’ Net 5 at 12.15 Rec, Bank chmbrs, 


Sreenrs, JAMES, Doncaster, Builder Jan 29 at 230 
Off Rec, cc, Figtree lane, Sheff eld 


Row! 


ILLIAMSON, THOMAS, Hereford, Domestic Machinery 
Dealer Jan 31 at 10 igi ys Hereford 
Woop, THomas, Muston, Leicester, Farmer Jan 28 
at 12 Off Reo, 3t Peter’s Church walk, Notting- 


WREN, JESSE, Rochester, Licensed Victualler Jan 
31 at 11.30 Off Rec, High st, Roch 
a SAMUEL, Stonemason Jan 28 at 
11 Off Rec, Priory chmbrs, Union st, Oldham 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
iseton Grange, nr Pyvtey 
Groen ‘x, Pia ‘Ord Jan id 
ay ry Dk, 
Court Pet J Ord 
ATKINSON, CHARLES FRANCELIN, Old Broad st, Clerk 
High Gourt Pet Jan 15 S Ord Jan 16 *, 
TLIAM J 
Wh 
BasTow, ae Oe 
ene See 


Jan 1 
CoaTES, 


ror Nottingham Pl Pet “Jan 10" Ord 


Winta JamegEs, South st, Thurloe ay inte 
in the Militia High Court Pet Jan 18 


Jan 
Cotas, Josnre, Halberton, Devon, Labourer Exeter 
Pet Jani7 Ord Jan17 
Deniey, Marrua Louisa, Highweek, Devon 
Innkeeper Exeter PetJanié Ord Jan 16 
WItiiaM, Gt Laret ” Bolton, Builder 
Bolton’ PetJan 16 Ord J 
EvVERDEN, WILLIAM PRESTON y, 1 Cannon st, 
‘Accountant High Court Pet Decé Ord Jan 15 
GaMBLIN, WALTER WILLIAM, 
Farmer Taastm Pet Jani4 Ord Jan 16 
GREEN, JOHN, and FRANK Lge, Amherst rd. 
Hackney, Builders High Oourt Pet Nov? Ord 
Gunn, WILLIAM, Birningiem, I Fruiterer Birming- 
ham Fes Jen 3 Ord Jan 18 


Guy, Rosert C., Stroud, Glos, Tailor Gloucester 
Bet Janit Ord Jan 16 

a Weuztant GaLmBURY, Sunderland, Medi- 
{ae Sunderland Pet Nov 16 Ord 


Barnsbury rd, Builder High Oourt 
— Jan 17 
i Seevtnet, Builder Windsor 
9 Pembs, Pem- 
Pet Janis Ord Jan 16 


Town. : egeee, Rangebeliier 
ot Deo 18 0 Ora Jan 


indsor’ Pet Dec 80 Sr “00 38 


JOUGHIN, Roe toe, Epwakp, Lockwood, Huddersfield, 
Painter r_udae ’ Pet Janid Ord Jan 15 


Iperrich “Fe Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 17 
la, Se Nov Ord Jans Great 
iby ad G 
LowTHer, WILLIAM 





Jan 15 
arose is Ord Jeno ties 4 
a nae <aft mpepaeatan» 
wpemfort Hill; Grover Edmonton 
Fish Merchant Bangor Pet Jan 16 Ord late | 
GrorGE HENRY, Bristol, Manufacturer’s 
lerk” Bristol Pet Jan'18 Ord Jan 18 me 


end Pet Nov 29 Ord Jan 16. 


MAUNDER, 


NEWTON, ARTHUR Gt Mer- 
chant High Uourt Petey it Ord ian i 
' OaxuY, Feepenton, New Clothier New- 
| Mon Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 18 
Patey, ROBERT, , Lines, Farmer 
Pet Jané Ord Jan 16 
Parr, J. Rock numental 


Cheshire, Mo’ 

| Mason Birkeohoot’ Bet Jon 16 Ord Jan 16 

Pa, Feank Hatrerr, Kidderminster, D 

| Pet Jan2 Ord Jan 13 

ford PetJan 4 Ord Jan 16 * 

st, | PrNNOCK, GEORGE JAMEs Faewry, High st, Chiswick, 
lord Pet Dec 81 Ord Jan 14 

Rosrinson, GEORGE Henry, Leeds, Dyer Leeds Pet 


Butcher Ohelten- 
gan Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 15 


an, 8, Phosnix iat Wart Cloh Clink st, er 


Jan 15 
Stocomse, HENRY, terrace, Upton 
Hasex,’ Olerk "aigh Oourt Pet Jan ta. On 
THomas, West Bromwich, Bak West 
Bromwich Pet Jan 13 Ord Jan ti A 
Sragnr, ANE, Nether wey, Somerset, Lice’ 
mL iis, Fes Jan us bag l ~ Chel 
tenham Pet Jan 15 Jan 18 w / 
Gilder Bradford Pet- 


im Ortdan 

net Jan 16 nora Jan ts. sal 
Weston, JoHN, Wardour st. st, License i 
all ‘Wich Oourt Pet o Bont Ord Jan 16 
Wresham "Pet den is Ord'dea ie neourer 
WREN, JESSE, . Licensed Victualler 
| Wyatt, E pent Globe et Gt _D t, 

Glo over 8 
Canister High Court Pet 


Dec 8 
Ord Jan 15 


bie age Wells Tunbridge Wells Ord Jeni 


esau long amen preended notice is substituted | ft we that 
Rowlinson, Rename a yy Cheste * Grven- 
grocer Manchester PetJani4 Ord Jan 18 








SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 


—Messrs. Epwis Fox & BousFI&tD, at the 
Mart, H.C. at 2 o'clock, Shares in the Law Lifts 
and Law Union Fire and Life Insurance Co. (see 
bsesrgseirsoe ney tansy 


The Subscription to the ar ge JOURNAL ts 
—Town, 26s.; Country, *28s.; with the 
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